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Cases Reported this Week. 
Stems Vs Mayor, &c., of 7 
Kleinwort, Sons, & Co. v. Dunlop 
Maritime Insurance Co. (Lim.) 


‘eapuer Co. 


v. Alianza Insurance Oo. of 

















Current Topics. 


The Result of the First Law Society’s Polls, 


Tus meetine of the Law Society occurs too late in the week 
to enable us to give a full report of the ings; but it 
will be seen from the statement printed where that Mr. 
Raprorp’s amendment, as to the disqualification for re-election 
during one year of all the retiring members of the Council, 
banc by a majority of no less than 2,148 votes—a 
tolerably decisive indication of the feeling of the profession, and 
the original motion of the Council was adopted. The question 
ap to us to be of vital importance as the efficiency 
and reputation of the Council, and we rejoice that the project 
has been so sneusincetey vetoed. The motion as to the con- 


stitution of the Council and the appointment of a committee to 
confer as to nomination of was also carried. The 
“reformers” have got two of their candidates elected to the 
Council. 

An Awe-inspiring Threat ? 

Tuoven, as our readers are aware, we have a good deal of 
sympathy with some of the objects of the association who style 
themselves “ the reformers” of solicitors, we have never had any 
liking for their methods. The advertisement department of the 
association was very busy on the first ing of the movement, 
and also on the presentation of the report of the committee. The 
mode of advertisement specially pired” 
paragraph and article inserted in — 
apparently, of stirring up the gen i 
need for reform among solicitors and their rune body. 
For some time the t has been slum g: 
week it woke up, we find in the Evening 5 
statement of the measures which wi taken if “the re- 
formers” do not get their 
is not accepted, the matter 
liament, and probably a 
subject will be asked for. 
association of solicitors will be fo 
binding themselves to rules, 
committee’s for the 
fo the Siguet in. Edinburgh.” 
to : . 
stage thunder will affect a 
inducing solicitors to record thei 
It is not quite the kind of 
shrewd inde men, 
can to get rid of 
into adopting every decree 
Ventilation of the New Bailey. 

Ir 1s rather disheartening to find it stated that in the newest 
of our law courts the measures to ensure ventilation have failed, 
and have aroused the angry criticism of the presiding judge, 

39 
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ee 
Tae Recorder of London took occasion some days ago to 


observe that the air of the New Bailey was injurious to 
health, and was often enough to stifle those who sat in the 
court. One of the counsel who were present having asked if 
a wiodow could be opened, the Recorder replied that he had 
been told that if a window were opened in the building the 
whole of the ventilating and heating system would be thrown 
out of gear. The officers of the court had to be there 
month after month, and how they managed to survive he did 
not know. It has, however, since been explained that on the 
day in question the ventilating apparatus had broken down, and 
that this was the cause of the oppressive atmosphere. We do 
not know where the truth lies, but it is curious to observe the 
almost invariable failure of every effort to purify the atmosphere 
of our courts by artificial ventilation. In the report of the Belect 
Committee on the Ventilation of the House of Commons (1903) 
it is said that the fans for propelling air into the House do not 
p2rform their work in a satisfactory manner, and that there are 
mumerous complaints as to the draughts caused by them. 
In addition to these draughts, it is said that there is an unequal 
distribution of air; a strong blast being felt in one part of the 
room while the air is stagnant in the other part. There appear 
also to be objections to the quality of the air introduced by this 
mechanical ventilation, for those who sit in rooms supplied with 
it complain of lassitude and a feeling of weariness. The im- 
portant recommendation is that, where it is possible, filtered or 
pumped air should be superseded by fresh air allowed to enter 
the building by windows or apertures, and it is pointed out that 
other public buildings do not employ mechanical ventilation. 
The opposition of many persons, especially those among the 
poorer classes, to open windows is well known; but we believe 
that there is, after all, no better mode of purifying the atmo- 
sphere, and the experience of the hospitals is wholly in favour 
of our proposition. 


Exemption from the Charitable Trusts Acts. 


Tue pxcision of Neviiiz, J., in Re The Society for Training 
Teachers of the Deaf and Whittle’s Contract (reported elsewhere) 
appears to goastep beyond the previous cases in explaining 
that most difficult enactment, section 62 of the Charitable Trusts 
Act, 1853. That section, after exempting from the Act various 
specified charities or classes of charity, proceeds in general terms 
to exempt every society for religious or other charitable purposes 
wholly maintained by voluntary contributions ; and “‘ ot any 
charity is maintained partly by voluntary subscriptions and 
partly by income arising from any endowment” then the Acts 
extend to the income from endowment only. It was pointed out 
in Re Stockport Ragged Schools (1898, 2 Ch, 687) that this 
division was not necessarily exhaustive, since a charity might 
have an income arising neither from endowment nor from volun- 
tary subscriptions, and Linptzy, M.R., in that case appeared to 
consider that a Government grant was of this nature. The case did 
not, however, actually so decide, and the point had to be dealt 
with in the present case. Here the charity possessed land and 
premises, purchased with the proceeds of a bazaar and out of 
voluntary contributions, where its work was carried on, and that 
work was supported partly by voluntary contributions, partly by 

yments of scholars, and partly by public grants. to the 

ind and buildings, Nevizz, J., held that they were purchased 
out of funds which were applicable to the general purposes of 
the charity, and that, on the principle of Re Clergy Orphan 
Corporation (1894, 3 Oh. 145) and the Church Army case (75 
L. J. Ch. 469), they were exempt from the jurisdiction of the 
Board of Education—who as to this charity were substituted 
for the Charity Commissioners—if the society was entitled to 
exemption at all. Since there was no income from endow- 
ment, this depended on whether the society was wholly 
maintained by voluntary contributions, and the learned judge 
held that it was. He considered that Government grants and 
fees of scholars were none the less voluntary contributions 
although there might be some consideration for them; that for 
the purposes of section 62 all charities were either endowed or 
mot endowed; and that any charity not being an endowed 
charity within the meaning of the section was a non-endowed 
eae Hence the consent of the Board of Education to the 
sile of the society’s premises was not required. This is a con- 








venient construction of the section, but surely it is time that the 
Charity Commissioners took the matter in hand and had the 
section redrafted in the light of recent cases. 


Leeman’s Act and the Stock Exchange of To-day. 


A wemoriAt was recently addressed to the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer by the Associated Chambers of Commerce, su, 


that the circumstances which rendered the passing of Lamia a 


Act (30 & 31 Vict. c. 29) necessary no longer exist, and that it 
is accordingly desirable that the statute should be repealed, on 
the alleged ground that its only effect is to afford to dishonest 
ns the means of repudiating their contracts. Mr. AsquiTs, 
owever, quite declined to recognize the force of this ingenious 
leading, and said that he was not prepared, on behalf of the 
emma, to introduce any legislation upon the subject. The 
truth, of course, is that the Act was | green for the express 
purpose of protecting the reputation of joint stock banking 
companies, and of preventing contracts for the sale and purchase 
of p sm and stock in such companies of which the seller was 
not or over which he no control, by making void 
all contracts which did not specify the distinguishing numbers 
of such shares or stock, or, if there were no distinguishing 
numbers, the persons or person in whose names the same then 
stood registered. In other words, the a object of the Act 
was to put an end to what has been called “the great object of 
the Stock Exchange ””—namely, dealing in speculative securities, 
or “ the selling what you haven’t got to a person who doesn’t 
want it,” at any rate in the case of joint stock bank shares, and 
to make bond fide contracts for their sale alone enforceable. 
That dealers on the Stock Exchange openly disregard the Act 
as being fatal to speculation, and (from their point of view) 
impracticable, is more or less known, but they so act at their 
il, and at the risk of incurring personal responsibility. It 
as been held (Perry v. Barnett, L. R. 15 Q. B. D. 388) that 
the usage so to disregard the Act is unreasonable, and not 
binding on a stranger who did not know of such usage; and 
also (Neilson v. James, L. R. 9 Q. B. D. 546) that by dis- 
rogeing the Act a broker may render himself liable for a 
breach of duty in not making a proper contract, although even 
a stranger may by his conduct adopt a contract which is void 
under the Act, and which otherwise would not be binding on 
him if he was ignorant of the usage. In the absence of know- 
ra 2 of such usage, a person buying, or oe orders to his 
brokers to buy, on the Stock a is only bound by customs 
which are legal. The Chancellor of the Exchequer also informed 
the memorialists that Leeman’s Act was passed upon a Bill 
introduced by a private member of the House of Commons, and 
that it was open to any private member to propose its repeal. 
Such a proposal would — meet with scant we ge in the 
present state of public feeling with regard to Stock Exchange 
practices and prices, and the ample existing facilities for 
“rigging the market.” 


The Privy Council and Colonial Statutes. 


A sIncuLAR case, on appeal from the Supreme Court of | 


British Columbia to the Privy Council, is reported in the Zimes 
of the 23rd inst. The case is McGregor v. Hequimalt and 
Nanaimo Railway Co., and the litigation related to the owner- 
ship of the minerals under a piece of land that had formed the 
subject of two Orown grants, one grant being made by the 
Dominion Government and the other by the Provincial 
Government of British Columbia. The facts, though unusual, 
are sufficiently simple, and the interest of the case lies in its 
being an ent illustration of the rule that Colonial statutes 
are not unim ble in the sense that British or Imperial 
Acts of Parliament are: see ants, p. 618. The judgment 
of the board was delivered by Sir E. Tascugrzau, late 
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of Oanada. In 1883 the 
Provincial Legi of British Columbia had passed an Act 
ped to Dominion Government lands in a “ railway 

t,” and the land in dispute formed part of these railway lands. 
The Dominion (or Federal) Legislature passed an Act in 1884 
dealing with the lands, and under the authority of this Act the 
piece of land now in question was in 1887 formally 


to the teat company. Subsequently, in 1904, the 
Provincial (British Columbia) Legislature passed an Act in 
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effect repealing the Act of 1883, for under the new Act 
the lands which had been made over to the Dominion 
were placed at the disposal of the Provincial Government. 
Accordingly, in the same year, 1904, a grant in fee from the 
Crown was made of the land in dispute to the appellant 
McGrecor. Two Crown grants of the same piece of land were 
then in existence. The Supreme Court of British Columbia 
held (reversing the court of first instance) that the Crown grant 
of 1904 was not authorized by the Provincial Act of 1904, and 
decided in favour of the respondent company—who had a grant 
from the Crown as representing the Dominion Government. On 
appeal to the Privy Council, this decision has been reversed, and 
the appellant’s title has been held the better title of the two. 
The Judicial Committee, in their judgment, differed from the 
Supreme Court of Canada as to the construction of the Act of 
1904, and held that the grant to the appellant was authorized 
under that Act. It thus became n to decide whether 
the Act itself was valid: ‘On the constitutionality of the Act of 
1904, and the power of the British Columbia Legislature to 
enact it, their lordships saw no reason for doubt.” The Legis- 
lature had the ‘‘ exclusive right to so amend or repeal in whole 
or in part its own statute of December, 1883 (47 Vict. c. 14). 
And the Act related, not to public property of the Dominion, as 
contended for by the respondents, but to property and civil 
rights in the Province, and affected a work and undertaking 
purely local (section 92, sub-section 10, of the British North 
America Act).” It is clear that the Judicial Committee would 
have been quite prepared, if necessary, to declare the British 
Columbia Act of 1904 invalid and ultrd vires, 


Place of Delivery under Contract for Painting a 
Portrait. 


Tue case of Scott vy. Miller (114 App. Div. New York 6) is 
one of more than ordinary interest, relating to the sale and 
delivery of a picture. The action was brought to recover a 
balance of fifteen hundred dollars, alleged to be due to the 
plaintiff for painting an oil portrait of the deceased husband of 
the defendant. It was admitted that the defendant had engaged 
the plaintiff to paint the portrait, and agreed to pay her the 
reasonable value of her work. When the portrait was sub- 
stantially completed, it was inspected by the defendant, and she 
expressed herself as satisfied with it, telling the plaintiff to let 
her know what she owed her and she would send a cheque for 
it. She at the same time stated that she was going away, for 
which reason she had no present use for the painting, and 
requested the plaintiff to keep it for exhibition. The plaintiff 
accordingly kept the painting, sent a bill for two thousand dollars, 
and stated that she would like to have one half then, and the 
remainder might be paid later. Two days after the bill was 
sent the plaintiff received a cheque for one thousand dollars, 
which was enclosed in a letter asking for a receipt for the 
amount, but the defendant wrote afterwards saying that what 
she had paid was intended as the entire payment for the 
portrait ; that she had never intended it to cost more, and would 
pay no more. She concluded by requesting that the portrait 
should be sent to her residence at once. At the trial judgment 
was given for the defendant, upon the ground that the plaintiff 
had neither delivered nor offered to deliver the portrait to the 
defendant. This judgment, as might have been expected, was 
reversed by the Appeal Court. That court held that there was 
no necessity for the plaintiff to deliver, or offer to deliver, the 
portrait at any other place than her studio, and then only 
upon payment of her claim. When the defendant retained 
the plaintiff to paint the portrait there was no place of 
delivery mentioned. It was, therefore, implied by the agree- 
ment that delivery should be made at the plaintiff's studio, and 
that when the portrait was finished the defendant would go to 
the studio, pay the plaintiff's bill, and receive the painting. The 
plaintiff could retain possession of the painting as security and 
maintain an action to recover the amount of her claim. This 
ruling is in accordance with the Sale of Goods Act, 1903. By 
section 28, unless otherwise agreed, delivery of the and 
payment of the price are concurrent conditions, and by section 
29, whether it is for the buyer to take possession of the goods or 
for the seller to send them to the buyer is a question i 
in each case on the vvptract, express or implied, between the 








parties. A: from any such 
place of delivery is the seller’s place : 
and if not his residence. We need only add that an artist, like 
the members of other professions, cannot always insist upon a 
strict performance of the terms of his contract, and is compglied 
to place more or less confidence in the engagements of those 
who become the purchasers of his works. 


Two Cases on Betting. ; 

Two recent decisions connected with betting, says a corre- 
spondent, appear to be worthy of a brief comment. In Mew vy. 
Windust (see ante, p. 646) the plaintiff sought to recover the 
sum of £300 as money won in a competition ted by Foot- 
ball Chat, a paper published at Middelburg, in Holland, of 
which the defendant was ing director or proprietor. The 
prize in question was offered the prediction of the correct 
results of twelve football matches ; on the 7th of April of 
last year the plaintiff forwarded eighteenpence along with a 
filled-in coupon, and was the gps competitor who was correct in 
his forecast. The defendant pleaded the Gaming Acts, and 
contended that those Acts applied, the transaction being an 
English contract completed by the posting of the coupon in 
England. And Putaiimorz, J., gave judgment for the defen- 
dant, though without costs. There is, of course, — to 
shew that a competition of this kind, though not at 
by the Lottery Acts by reason of the element of skill 
which enters into it, may be hit by the Gaming Acts. 
But beyond this it seems difficult to follow the reason of 
the decision. The offer of the defendant appears to have been 
made in his newspaper to all the world, or at least to any one 
who cared to compete on the prescribed conditions ; and a com- 
petitor who sends his coupon by post surely makes the post 
office his agent to convey the same to the defendant’s address in 
Holland, and the contract is made in Holland, just as if he took 
his coupon there himself or sent it by a special messenger. The 
decisions as to the conclusion of a contract by the posting of a 
letter of acceptance have here o> ore for they depend 
on the theory that the of’ror has e the post office Ais agent 
to convey the offer to a person, and to bring back that person's 
reply. Whether the actual result of the case would be different 
if the contract is regarded as made in Holland may still bea 
question open to difference of opinion (see Moulis v. Owen, 1907, 
1 K. B. 746); but it eeems rather late in the day to alter or 
ignore the legal theory of contract by correspondence. The 
other case is Cowen v. Wetherall, decided by his Honour Judge 
Bacon in the Bloomsbury County Court, and reported in the 
daily papers of the 20th inst. The defendant, a Birmingham 
tipster and journalist, sent to the plaintiff for the sum of £10 
six telegrams containing six “ certainties.” None of the horses 
won, and Mr. Cowsgn sued for the return of his money, on the 

ound that the consideration for the payment had entirely 
ailed. The judge upheld this contention, and decided that the 
£10 must be repaid. ‘This decision appears to be open to grave 
doubt. Waiving the distinction between entire and partial 
failure of consideration, it seems clear that if the tipster had 
been the plaintiff in an action seeking to recover £10 as pay- 
ment for his predictions, the court would have ref to 
consider the question whether one or three or all six of the 
horses named had been successful, and would have dismissed 
the action altogether, on the ground that the consideration was 
illegal under the Gaming Acts. If so, the law which would 
not have com Mr. Oowzws to pay though the predictions 
had been absolutely right ought equally to refuse to assist him 
in recovering back his money merely because the predictions 
happened to be wrong. 


The Dismissal of School Teachers. 

A case of considerable interest to school teachers was tried 
last week in Witght v. Marquis of Zetland and Others, an action 
by an assistant master in an endowed school for wrongful 
dismissal, The facts were simple: On the head master of the 
school leaving, the new head master refused to 
the naa gp staff; his action having the effect of a 
dismissal, shortly before the aegneens 5 term, of the plaintilt 
and his colleagues. The school was managed under a scheme 
male hy tie Privy Coure] under the powers conferred by 
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the Endowed Schools Act, 1869, and in this scheme it was 
provided that the head master should have the “sole power of 
appointing,” and might “at pleasure dismiss” all agistant 
masters. Three questions, then, of great importance to school- 
masters and of much difficulty, arise. First, is an assistant the 
servant of the governors or of the head master; secondly, does 
the termination of the employment of a head master ipso facto 
terminate the service of the assistants; and thirdly, has a 
head master the power to dismiss an assistant master without 
notice and without reason given? Evidence was given that 
there is a custom for a master to receive a whole term’s 
notice to leave, and the jury found that such a custom 
does exist, and gave a verdict for the plaintiff. The judge, 
however, was satisfied that, on the construction of the scheme, 
assistant masters were not the servants of the governors, and judg- 
ment was entered for the defendants. It is hard to see how the 


governors appear by the scheme to have no right whatever to 
interfere with the discretion of a head master in either appoint- 
ing or dismissing his assistants. The other questions, however, 
are questions which no doubt assistant masters very much desire 
to have settled. Now, it is submitted that the key to the whole 
matter lies in the meaning of the words “at pleasure.” This 
expression was considered in the great case of Hayman v. The 
Governors of Rugby School (L. R. 18 Eq. 28), and Maxis, V.C., 
expressed his opinion that a master appointed to hold office “ at 
pleasure” may be dismissed “‘ without notice and without any 
reason being assigned.” If this is correct, the whole matter 
is clear, and the master is obviously in a very precarious 
position as far as his legal status goes. And it seems 
difficult to interpret the words ‘‘at pleasure” in any other 
way. This arbitrary power of the head master (if it exists) is 
so seldom used that it is apt to be lost sight of. It is in the 
hands of able and conscientious men who are not likely to abuse 
it. Such men naturally shrink from dismissing an assistant 
without fair notice, and, therefore, the practice of giving a 
term’s notice is almost invariably followed. According to 
Mauixs, V.C., although this power may be exercised without 
any reason being given, it must be fairly and honestly exercised ; 
and it will be presumed to have been so exercised until the 
contrary is proved—the onus of proof lying upon him who 
objects to the manner in which the power has been exercised. 
No reasons need be given, but if reasons are given, the court 
will then look at their sufficiency. It is submitted that the 
Legislature deliberately intended to create this arbitrary power ; 
and that if it were intended otherwise, provisions would have 
been made as to notice, and as to appeal to the governors from 
the head master. 


Indecent Books and Prints. 


Sxven«L Letrexs have recently appeared in the Zimes com- 
plaining of the publication of indecent novels and also of the 
open sale of reprints of old Italian and French stories of an 
obscene character. These stories, it is said, were at one time sold 
secretly, but now the traffic in them is open and unrestrained. 
Attention is also directed to the great number of secondhand 
book lists which are freely circulated, and which often contain 
advertisements of unexpurgated copies of obscene literature. 
It is asked, does the law provide any remedy for these evils? 
It is scarcely necessary to say that the complaint is not 
made for the first time. Fifty years ago Lord Camrsxzt, 
in introducing his Kill for the suppression of the trade 
in obscene books, prints, and drawings, said that the 
~ onc of these Jer had become of late most 

§; that a considerable capital was engaged in the 
trade, and that circulars of the ae dedionsh e character 
were distributed throughout the country. The law was 
strengthened ; we have now the Obscene Publications Act, 1857, 
and the Indecent Advertisements Act, 1857. In spite of these 
enactments, many persons will hold the opinion that many of 
the novels and piays which have been published since 1857 are 
more open to criticiem as being of an immoral tendency than 
any of those which appeared in the early years of the last reign. 
It would seem that what is needed is additional vigour in the 
administration of the existing law. Difficulties may sometimes 
arise a8 to the interpretation of the word “ obscene,” but where 





it is obvious that books and prints have been designedly manu- 
factured for the purpose of corrupting the public morals, the 


Treasury ought to give its support to a vigorous effort to 


suppress the nuisance. 








Costs of Originating Summonses. 


A very useful statement of the practice with regard to the 
allowances out of the estate of the costs of an originating 
summons has been made by Kexewicn, J., in Re Buckton (7imes, 
13th inst.). 

He divides such summons into three classes according as they 
are brought (1) by the trustees for the determination of a 
question either of construction or administration, (2) by a bene- 


case could have terminated otherwise in face of the fact that the | meee tot She Diss prapens, ox 59) by 0 Sepementy Se Sana 


rights in a manner adverse to the other beneficiaries. 

It is satisfactory to find the learned judge recognizing 
in the amplest way that in summonses of the first class 
the costs of all parties, as between solicitor and client, should 
come out of the estate. very practitioner is familiar 
with cases where there is just enough doubt to make it 
desirable for the trustees to clothe their acts with the 
sanction of the court, but where the doubt may not be 
serious ‘enough to make recourse to the court essential, 
and in such cases the question of costs is a very serious 
one. But, according to Kexewicu, J., the trustees are entitled 
to come to the court at the expense of the estate and have their 
doubt set at rest. ‘ Although,” said his lordship, ‘‘I have 
thought it necessary sometimes to caution timid trustees against 
making unnecessary applications, I act on the principle that 
trustees are entitled to the fullest possible protection which the 
court can give them, and that I must give them credit for not 
applying to the court without advice, which, though it may 
appear to me to be unsound, must not be readily treated as 
unwise. I cannot remember any case in which I have refused 
to deal with the costs of an application by trustees in the 
manner above mentioned” —1.¢., to treat the costs of all parties 
as necessarily incurred for the benefit of the estate, and to direct 
them to be taxed as between solicitor and client and paid out of 
the estate. 

And the second class of cases stands on the same footing. 
In substance the object of the application is the same—to deter- 
mine some question arising in the execution of the trusts— 
and it is only as a matter of convenience that it is made bya 
beneficiary and not by the trustees. 

Nor, as the learned judge said, is it easy to discriminate 
between cases of the second and third class, for even a summons 
in appearance hostile may settle a question which would inevit- 
ably arise in the course of administration. This was the case 
in Re Buckton, where the summons was brought to determine 
whether the applicant was, on the true construction of the will, 
tenant in tail in possession, or tenant for life only, and costs 
were allowed accordingly out of the estate. But where the 
summons is in substance merely hostile, there the ordinary rule 
of costs as between litigants will prevail and the defeated party 
must pay. 

It must be remembered, however, that the above rule in 
favour of trustees is limited to the costs of an originating 
summons, and does not extend generally to costs of litigation 
which a trustee sees fit to commence or to defend. He has no 
absolute right to costs out of the estate in such a case, and, if he 
is unsuccessful, he will only be allowed his costs if the judge is 
of opinion that the court would have sanctioned the litigation 
had it been applied to. “ A trustee,” said Linviey, L.J., in Xe 
Beddoe (1893, 1 Ch., p. 557), “who, without the sanction of the 
court, commences an action or defends an action unsuccessfully, 
does so at his own risk as regards costs, even if he acts on 
counsel’s opinion.” But the trustee, as the learned judge 

inted out, can secure full protection by taking out an originat- 
ing summons to determine whether the litigation should be 
undertaken, and the comparatively slight cost of the summons 
will, under the above rule, be thrown upon the estate, Thus, 
in effect, the proper use of the originating summons secures to 
the trustee full indemnity, whether in matters of internal 
administration or in adverse litigation. 
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The Legal Validity, as Contracts, of 
Options to Purchase Not Limited 
to the Period Allowed by the 

. Rule Against Perpetutties. 


(A Criticism of the Decision in Worthing Corporation »v. 
Heather, 1906, 2 Ch. 532.) 
II. 


Ix the previous article (ante, p. 648) the writer submitted that 
an option to purchase, not limited so as to be exerciseable only 
within the period allowed by the rule against perpetuities, is 
against the policy of law “which prohibits all unreasonable 
restraints on the exercise of the right of alienation incident to 
ownership. And he cited authorities, especially two Irish cases 
of Re Quin (8 Ir. Ch. 578) and Billing v. Welch (I. R. 6 C. L. 
88), and the judgment of Parson, J., in Re Rosher (26 Ch. D. 
801), to prove that a contract in general or unreasonable re- 
straint of alienation is void at law. 

There is further high authority to the same effect. Mr. 
Baron Parke, in delivering his opinion when summoned to 
advise the House of Lords in Egerton v. Brownlow (1853, 4 
H. L. C. 1, 125), said: “There are other cases in which con- 
tracts or provisoes have been held to be illegal on principles 
long recognized by the common law, such as marriage-brokage 
bonds, conditions or contracts not to marry, in restraint of 
trade, against alienation of land, including those violating the 
law of perpetuities.” 

In Hope v. Corporation of Gloucester (1855, 7 DeG.M. & G 
647), by an indenture dated in 1539, whereby Joan Cooke 
granted to the Corporation of Gloucester and their successors 
certain hereditaments which she had previously leased for, 
ninety-nine years to Joun and Exten Parrrines, for the use of 
themselves, and after their death of their children, the corpora- 
tion covenanted (in effect) that, when the said term should be 
determined, then if any one of the heirs of the body of Marcargrt, 
or of any of the other daughters of the said Een, being of 
kindred of the said Joan, should request the corporation within 
one year after the ending of the said term to grant to the 
person making such request a new lease of the premises com- 
prised in the said term, the corporation would grant to such 
person a new lease of the premises for thirty-one years at the 
annual rent of twenty marks and on payment of twenty marks 
for a fine, and so on from time to time for evermore upon such 
request within the time aforesaid at the end of every lease 
which thereafter should so be made. It appeared that from 
the expiration of the said lease for ninety-nine years until 1815 
the corporation had acted on this covenant by granting new 
leases from time to time to various heirs of the body of Mar- 
caret, The plaintiff claimed, as an heir of the body of Mar- 
GARET, to have a lease granted to him pursuant to the said 
covenant. Kyicut-Bruce, L.J., held that the plaintiff was not 
entitled to have the lease. He said: “It appears to me that 
certainly and plainly the plaintiff can claim nothing under such 
a provision, a provision which directly tends to create and 
indeed purports, professes, and means to create a perpetuity, 
such as the principles and rules of the English law did before 
and throughout the reign of King Henny VIII. prohibit, have 
ever since forbidden, and do now forbid.” Turner, L.J., 
concurred, also holding that the covenant, which he distin- 
guished from a covenant for perpetual renewal in fayour of 
a lessee and his representatives, tended to create a per- 
petuity. No doubt this decision is on the point of the right 
to specific performance alone; but it is submitted that 
Kyicnt-Bruce, L.J., obviously considered the covenant to 
be void at law. In McLean v. McKay (1873, L. R. 5 P. C. 
327) A. granted some land in Nova Scotia to B., his heirs 
and assigns, and the deed of grant contained an agreement 
that a piece of land adjoining and belonging to A. should 

never thereafter be sold, but left for the common benefit of 
both parties and their successors. The appeal was brought 
against the refusal of a Court of Equity to grant an injunc- 


| tion at suit of B.’s assign against A.’s representatives build- 
ing over the adjoining land; but the point argued was 
whether the agreement was invalid as contravening the rules 
of law. It was held that the true meaning of the agreement 
was simply that the adjoining land should be left open ,and 
not be built over; but it was recognized in the judgment of 
the court that, so far as the agreement purported to impose 
a perpetual restriction on the sale of the land, it would be 
invalid (see L. R. 5 P. C. 334, 335). 

In Worthing Corporation v. Heather none of the above- 
mentioned authorities (viz. Billing v. Welch, Re Quin, 
Re Rosher, Re Elliot, Egerton vy. Brownlow, Hope vy. Cor- 
poration of Gloucester and McLean v. McKay) were cited. 
Some cases were, however, mentioned in the judgment re- 
lating to contracts not to bar an estate tail Let us 
examine these, as the learned judge appeared to treat them 
as conflicting, and to set off one against the other. 

In Poole’s case (6 Jac. 1, cited Moore 810) an eldest 
brother gave land to the second brother and the heirs of his 
body, with remainder to a younger brother in tail, and made 
each of them enter into a statute to the other that he would 
not alien, &c., and because these statutes were in substance 
to make a perpetuity, which the State of England cannot 
endure, therefore it was decreed in Chancery by the advice 
of Coxs, Chief Justice of the Common Pleas, that the sta- 
tutes should be cancelled. In Freeman v. Freeman (1691, 
1 Vern. 233) a father settled land on his son in tail, and 
took a bond from him that he should not dock the entail. It 
appears that the son suffered a common recovery and devised 
the land to the plaintiff, whom he also appointed his executor. 
The plaintiff's bill to be relieved against the bond was dis- 
missed. 

In Collins v. Plummer (2 Vern. 635, 1 P. W. 104) a 
man settled land, in contemplation of his marriage, on 
himself for life, with remainder to his intended wife for life, 
with remainder to the heirs of his body on her to be be 
gotten; and he covenanted with trustees that he would not 
bar the entail, but that the issue of the marriage should 
enjoy the premises pursuant to the said limitations. He 
afterwards suffered a common recovery and devised the land 
upon different limitations. After his death his daughter and 
her husband brought a bill against the devisee and executor 
of the father for specific performance of the covenant. This 
was refused, the Lord Chancellor being of opinion that ‘the 
intention of the parties was that the issue should rely solely 
upon the security of the father’s covenant (that is, as giving 
a remedy in damages); but the plaintiffs, desiring to sue the 
executor, and recover out of the personal assets, an issue was 
directed to ascertain what damage the daughter had suffered. 
In the last two cases it certainly appeared that the bond or 
covenant was considered to be valid at law; but it should 
be observed that in each case the contract was that the tenant 
in tail personally would not bar the entail, not that he and 
his issue would never do so. It is submitted that the just 
inference is, not that a contract may well be made to pro- 
hibit successive tenants in tail from barring the entail, but 
that a particular tenant in tail may well contract that he 
himself will not bar the entail during his life. In other words, 
these cases (as also Lord Coxr’s statement above cited) are no 
authority for the proposition that a contract in general 
restraint of alienation is valid: they go no further than to 
support the view that the owner of property may make a 
valid contract in partial restraint of alienation binding him 
not to alien it himself during his own life. 

Even this view, however, is open to question. In Re 
Rosher (ubi supra) it was expressly held that a condition in 
general restraint of alienation was not made valid by the 
fact that it was confined to the duration of a life in being; and 
the decision in Re Elliot is to the same effect. If con- 
tracts in general restraint of alienation (é.¢., those prohibit- 
ing alienation to all persons pr a are invalid when 
they purport to restrain alienation for ever (¢¢., by all 
owners, present and future), it is far from certain that they 
can be made good by confining the restraint to alienation 





| within the period allowed by the rule against perpetuities. 
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With this point, however, we are not now concerned. What 
is here submitted is that such contracts cannot be valid if 
the restraint on alienation, which they purport to impose, is 
not limited to that period. 

If a contract by A., tenant in fee of land, for himself and 
his heirs, that he and his heirs will never alien it, were valid, 
what would be the effect? It would then be equally lawful 
for A. to contract for himself and his heirs with B. that he 
and his heirs will never alien except on payment of a large 
sum of money as liquidated damages to HB., his executors, 
administrators, or assigns. In either case A.’s heirs would 
be subject to the same legal duty as their ancestor, and so long 
as the land (or any other land of their ancestor's) descended 
to them, they would be liable in damages, up to the value of 
the land, for a breach of the contract. Surely such a result 
would be against the policy of law, would be contrary to the 
principle, which denies legal validity to any contrivance 
whereby land shall be placed in perpetual settlement, out of 
reach of the exercise of the right of alienation incident to 
ownership. 

As to the fourth reason above ascribed to Mr. Justice 
WakrincGton, that the rule against perpetuities does not apply 
to contracts as such, this is no doubt entirely correct in the 
sense that it is no objection at law to the validity of a con- 
tract that some duty thereby undertaken must or need not 
necessarily be performed within twenty-one years after the 
expiration of the longest of some specified lives in being at 
the date of the agreement. But it is respectfully submitted 
that this is not the real objection to the legal validity of an 
option to purchase unlimited as to the time within which it 
may be exercised. The real objection is that such an option 
is in unreasonable restraint of alienation, that it imposes for 
an unreasonably long period a legal constraint upon the suc- 
cessive owners of the land, which unduly hampers the exercise 
of their right of alienation. And the legal constraint, and 
the penalty for not conforming to it, are not in effect laid upon 
the original contractor alone. If a tenant in fee of land by 
covenant binding his heirs agrees to give to B., his executors, 
administrators, or assigns, an option to purchase the land 
at a fixed price at any future time, A.’s heirs become sub- 
ject to the same legal duty and the like action for breach of 
it as their ancestor. So long as the land in question (or any 
other land of their ancestor's) descends to them, they are 
liable in damages to the full value of the land. So if A. 
devise the land, his devisee may be sued for breach of the 
contract: stat. 11 Geo. 4 & 1 Will. 4, c. 47, ss 2-8. 
And even if the contract did not expressly, bind A.’s heirs, any 
lands of A. may nevertheless be taken to satisfy A.’s liabilities 
after his death from the hands of all persons claiming as his 
heirs or devisees, or under them, except persons claiming by 
purchase for value without notice of the liabilities, provided, 
of course, that A.’s personal estate be insufficient: see Marsh 
v. Russell (3 My. & Cr. 31, 40-42), Spackman v. Timbrall (8 
Sim. 253), Dilkes v. Broadmead (2 Giff. 113, 2 De G. F. & J. 
565), Jervis v. Wolferstan (L. R. 18 Eq. 18), Hunter v. Young 
(4 Ex. D. 256), stats. 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 104, 60 & 61 Vict. c. 65, 
s. 2 (3) The practical consequences of allowing an unlimited 
option of purchasing land to have legal validity thus appear 
to be exceedingly far-reaching, and to place an effective re- 
straint on alienation in defiance of the option. If A.’s heir 
or devisee, or any person claiming under A.’s heir or devisee, 
either by gratuitous conveyance or by purchase for value with 
notice of the contract, should decline to give effect to the option, 
that would be a breach of the contract, and the party so 
refusing might be liable in equity (even though, being an 
assign of A.’s heir or devisee, he could not be sued at law 
upon the contract) to have the land taken away from him 
in satisfaction of the damages to be paid for the breach. 
And it is thought that these damages would be substantial, 
for it appears that, if A. gives to B. an option to purchase 
his land, A. implicitly undertakes that the land shall not be 
80 disposed of, by himself or his successors in estate, that it 
shall come to the hands of a person not bound to give effect 
to the option. 

Finally, is it consistent with legal principle that a contract 





such as was made in Worthing Corporation v. Heather should 
be valid at law, though not specifically enforceable in equity? 
The judge refused specific performance because, if he were to 
give actual effect to the duty undertaken by the contract, the 
result would be against the policy of the law, it would pro- 
duce a limitation tending to a perpetuity. But if the duty, 
when performed, produces this result of a violation of a rule 
of public policy, how can the contractor be bound at law to 
perform it, so that the refusal or failure to perform it shall 
subject him to the payment of damages? It is submitted that 
all other instances where there is a good defence to an action 
for specific performance of a contract, which may neverthe- 
less be enforceable at law, are of an entirely different nature. 
Such defences are (1) the uncertainty of the contract quoad 
its specific performance, (2) unfairness, including innocent 
misrepresentation, (3) hardship, (4) mistake, (5) that to carry 
out the contract would involve a breach of some superior 
equity, (6) want of mutuality, (7) the plaintiff's not con- 
tinuing ready and willing to perform his part of the agree- 
ment, (8) his laches, and (9) the doubtfulness of the title ; 
and it is believed that this list is exhaustive: see 2 Wma. 
V. & P. 996 sg. But when the defence to an action for 
specific performance is that, if the duty undertaken by the 
contract were actually to be performed under judicial pres- 
sure, the result would be against the policy of the law, how 
can this be compatible with the existence of a duty valid at 
law, a duty which the contractor is obliged in law to carry 
out? How can damages be recoverable for a breach of con- 
tract, unless there be, first, a valid legal duty to do or forbear 
something; and, secondly, a failure to perform that duty! 
And when the binding force of an obligation ez contractu is 
assailed on the ground that the duty undertaken is against 
public policy, the true test is (as already contended), not 
whether the promised act or forbearance would be lawful, if 
voluntarily performed, but whether the law will allow men’s 
wills to be so constrained to the performance or observance of 
the act or forbearance specified that they shall be obliged te 
keep their promise, and shall be liable to legal process if they 
break it. 

For these reasons the writer submits that the case of 
Worthing Corporation v. Heather was wrongly decided in that 
damages were allowed to be recovered against the lessor’s 
executor upon a breach of contract caused by the refusal of 
the lessor’s assign to give effect to the option of purchase. 
But the writer still propounds the view put forward in his 
previous article that, in such cases, the contract is severable 
and should be enforceable, both at law and specifically in 
equity, against the lessor or other landowner personally in 
his or her lifetime. T. Cyprian WILLIAMs. 





Reviews. 
Company Law. 


Tre Revised TABLE A: BEING THE REGULATIONS oF COMPANIES 
LIMITED BY SHARES, AS SANCTIONED BY THE BOARD OF TRADE 
1N 1906. Wirn Notes AND CoMMENTS. By Paut F. Simonson, 
M.A. (Oxon.). Effingham Wilson ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The revised Table A has made it more easy for small companies 
to dispense with an independent set of articles of association, 
though, as Mr. Simonson points out, companies of importance 
will probably still have a complete set of articles printed. The 
circumstances of each company require variations in or addi- 
tions to the articles in Table A, and it is very inconvenient 
to have to pick out the regulations governing the company 
from two documents. In his prefatory remarks Mr. Simonson 
criticizes certain of the new articles, his most important objection 
being, perhaps, to clauses 23 and 114, under which the personal 
representatives of deceased members are entitled to receive notice of 
general meetings, without having the right to vote thereat. He 
admits, however, that, considering the difficulties with which the 
drafteman was beset, the provisions as a whole are serviceable and 
compare very favourably with the original Table A. The body of the 
work consists of a reprint of the revised table with explanatory notes, 
in which the authorities bearing on the various clauses are usefull 
collected and their effect stated. Clause 97, for instance, whi 
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is followed by an interesting analysis of the cases in which the courts 
have attempted to ascertain the funds out of which dividends can 
properly be paid. The book will be found useful by the draftsman 
who is considering how far the table can be used in the case of any 
particular company. 





Books of the Week. 


Colonial Laws and Courts. With a Sketch of the Legal Systems of 
the World, and Tables of Conditions of Appeal to the Privy Council. 
Under the General Editorship of ALEXANDER Woop Renton, 
Puisne Judge of the Supreme Court of Ceylon, and GEORGE 
GRENVILLE Puttimmore, B.O.L., Barristers-at-Law. Reprinted 
from Burge’s Commentaries on Colonial and Foreign Laws. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Investigation of Title: being a Practical Treatise and Alphabetical 
Digest of the Law connected with the Title to Land, with Precedents 
of Requisitions. By Wiittam How ann Jackson and Tsorotp 
GosseT. Third Edition. By Witttsm HoWLanD JACKSON, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Peerage Law in England: a Practical Treatise for Lawyers and 
Laymen, with an Appendix of Peerage Charters and Letters Patent 
(in Eoglish). By Francis BkavrortT Pater, Bencher of the Inner 
Temple. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

An Exposition of the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1906 (6 Ed. 7, 
c. 34). By C. E. BrackEnBURY, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

Encyclopmdia of the Laws of England, with Forms and Precedents 
by the Most Eminent Legal Authorities. Second Edition, Revised 
and Enlarged. Vol. V.: Dominican Republic to Factories and Work- 
shops. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); William Green & Sons, Edin- 
burgh. 








Correspondence. 


The Resolutions of the Practice Committee. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—The letter in your last issue from the very eminent and 
esteemed member of our profession, whose identity is scarcely veiled 
by his initials, so completely states the case of those of us who dissent 
from the report of the Practice Committee that it is perhaps super- 
fluous to add anything by way of supplement. 

If, however, you will afford me the space, I should like to state 
the objections to the proposals of that committee from the point of 
view of an old-fashioned family solicitor whose business necessitates 
very largely the dealing with clients’ money. 

With regard to the two-accounts system, I will not point out, for 
that is admitted on all hands, that it affords no protection against the 
fraudulent solicitor, and my belief is that as regards the honest ones 
it will very often break down. : 

I was asked not long since by a personal friend if I would look at 
the books of one of his near relatives who had not very long been in 
practice. I found the books very well kept, and things, speaking in 
a general way, quite as they should be, including the two bank 
account system. But I pointed out that the balance to the credit of 
the clients’ account was slightly (not to a large extent) less than the 
aggregate amount due to clients as shewn by his ledger. His explana- 
tion was ready, and he evidently considered it quite satisfactory— 
‘*T receive tithes for several clients, and some of them expect me to 
make payments on account sometimes of rather greater amount than 
I have received, but this amount is certain to come back in a week or 
two.”’ I believe I failed to make him understand that all the virtue 
of the two-account system was departed if he made such payments, 
but I shall be surprised if similar practices are uncommon. 

As regards myself, my chief objection to having a two-account 
system forced on me is that I should never learn the system during 
the few years that remain to me for practice, nor would my clerks. 
I believe the system in use in this office for over half a century is 
every bit as good a one—a single account with always as large a sum 
to credit as the aggregate of the sums we are responsible for. Indeed, 
there is generally a good deal more at the bank, because I always 
like to be able to draw any cheques I may want, and I quite recogni 


this city were (and still are) audited by eminent accountants, and 
some years ago the then auditors allowed a clerk to swindle us under 
their very noses, and I can only say that if the views they expressed 
to me of their duties (when they were asked for explanations) were 
those generally entertained, the value of an audit by accountants 
would be very trifling, and I know of other instances where auiits 
by chartered accountants have not prevented irregularities. I am 
_ satisfied my system of audit which I ihe myself affords 
ar greater protection than any accountant’s inspection. 

The suggestion is that the frauds we all deplore are due to 
solicitors drifting into evil ways unwittingly. I do not believe a 
word of it. Tne chairman of the Discipline Committee told me the 
other day that he could not recollect a single case dealt with by that 
committee in which the delinquencies were due merely to bad k- 
keeping. Ihave had my full share of the trouble of dealing with 
Gefaulting solicitors, and my experience is precisely similar to that 
of your correspondent, while in some cases I have had to do with 
the multiplication of bank accounts has been used as a means for 
committing frauds. 

The frauds and breaches of trust of which we hear so much, as well 
those committed by solicitors as those of other members of the 
community, are almost invariably due to one of two causes—either to 
the attempt made nowadays by so many people to live in a style 
they canuot afford and to emulate neighbours who have twice their 
income, or to the prevailing practice of gambling in some shape or 
form—whether by financing builders, land jobbing, Stock Exchange 
transactions, or what not, matters very little. 

Remedy I fear there is none, at least no complete cure for the 
malady, but something might be done if Parliament would make it a 
misdemeanour punishable by imprisonment with hard labour for 
any one entrusted with money or securities of other people to fail to 
keep books sufficient to shew his financial position. 

The Act might apply to solicitors, agents, accountants, and 
everybody else who had any financial transactions, and if as regards 
solicitors the Discipline Committee were empowered on any com- 
— against a solicitor to require at the outset evidence that his 

ks had been properly kept, there would be a better chance of 
checking misappropriations and embezzlements than by any such 
scheme as that of Mr. Dowson’s committee, H. 
Hereford, July 22. 








Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Winding up—Transfer of Shares to Infants.—When a company 
has gone into voluntary winding up, the liquidator may sanction 
subsequent transfers of shares, and where successive transfers are 
sanctioned, the ultimate transferee only is liable as a contribu- 
tory, the previous holders being liable as past members (1897, 
1 Ch. 298). Where the person on the register at the commencement 
of the winding up sells the shares to some one who puts forward 
an infant as the transferee, and the transfer is acquiesced in by the 
liquidator, the liquidator cannot place the name of the real purchaser 
on the list of contributories, because there is no contractual relation 
between him and the company. And if the first infant transferee 
makes a transfer of the s to another infant, which is also 
sanctioned by the liquidator, that officer has no claim against the 
transferor unless he acts promptly.—MAassEY AND GIFFIN’s CASE 
(Parker, J., Feb. 5) (1907, 1 Ch. 582). 


Windiog up—Liquidator’s Duty as to Unfiled Oontracts.— 
Section 7 of the Companies Act, 1900, requires that contracts for the 
allotment of shares for a consideration ‘‘ other than cash” shall (duly 
stamped) be filed with the Registrar of Joint Stock Companies within 
a month after allotment, and that if default is made ‘“‘every . . . officer 
of the company, who is knowingly a party to the default, shall be 
liable to a fine not exceeding £50 for every day during which the 
default continues.”” The section obviously means that the default can 
be stopped at any time after the ex ion of the month. If the 
company is wound up, the liquidator an officer of the com- 
pany: see section 10 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. If 
he finds that a contract has been entered into which ought to have, 
but has not, been filed under section 7, inasmuch as there is a con- 


. tinuing default which may be remedied, it is quite on the cards that 


I must not pay away money not my own. Sums of any magnitude 
that are remaining in our custody of course go to separate accounts. 
As to the audit, what has amused me most is the stress laid on the 
audit being made by a chartered or incorporated accountant. I have 
the most sincere respect for members of the Institute of Accountants, 
who are generally most competent and trustworthy persons. But 
the position adopted by Mr. Dowson and his friends seems to be that 
every chartered or incorporated accountant is an infallible and 
impeccable individual who can never do wrong and never err. I 
am afraid I cannot subscribe to this suggestion. The accounts of 








he may be liable to a fine for every day on which he allows the 
contract to remain unfiled. The court under these circumstances 
will give him leave to pay the stamp duty out of the assets and file 
the contract. In future he will probably able to do this without 


ing to the court for directions.—Rs X. Co. (Liurrep) (Parker, J., 
Ffarch 5) (1907, 2 Ch. 92). 
Director's Remuneration—Liability to Account for, as Trustee. 
y, but cannot 
an agent. The 


—One company often holds shares in another com 
very well act as a director of it except by means 





; 
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person who acts for it must, as a rule, have a share qualification. If 
the share-possessing company takes the shares in the name of one of 
its own directors, who acknowledges that he.is a trustee of the shares, 
and he, as a director of the other company, receives remuneration for 
acting as a director of that company, he is not bound to account to 
the company which qualified him for the remuneration which he has 
received. He gets the money for the work he does, and may retain 
it for his own benefit.—Re Dover CoaLFIELD EXTENSION (LIMITED) 
(Warrington, J., April 30) (1907, 2 Ch. 76). 


Conveyancing, 


Landlord and Tenant—Relation of Lessor and Underlessee.— 
It is a well-understood princip!e that there is no contractual relation 
between lessor and underlessee—in ordinary phrase, no privity of 
contract—and consequently neither is directly liable to the other on the 
covenants contained in the head lease, though the underlessee can be 
restrained from committing a breach of negative covenants of which he 
has notice, express or implied. Consequently, where a head lease 
contained a covenant by the lessor to pay rates and taxes in respect 
of the demised premises, and an underlease contained no similar 
covenant by the underlessor or assignment of the benefit of the lessor’s 


covenant in the head lease, the underlessee was unable to procure | 


repayment from the lessor of rates which he had been required to pay. 
And this result was not altered by the fact that the freehold and 
leasehold reversions had both become vested by assignment in the 
same person. There was no equity to compel the assignee to sue 
himself for breach of the lessor’s covenant in the head lease, and the 
underlessee was unable, either by direct remedy on the covenant or 
by recourse to any equitable doctrine, to compel the assignee to 
perform the covenant.—SovuTH oF ExGctanD Datrigs (LIMITED) V. 
Baker (Joyce, J., April 3, 1906) (1906, 2 Ch. 631). 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


KLEINWORT, SONS, & CO. v. DUNLOP RUBBER CO. 
13th and 17th June; 16th July. 


ParncipaL aNp AGcent—Money Paro Unper a Mistake or Fact To 
Bankers ror Customer—Accountep For anp Furtuer Crepit Given 
— Mistaken Bectrer or Bankers tHar Money was Part oF An 
AssicneD Dest—Ricut 10 Recover. 

Messrs. Kramrisch § Co., in 1902, requested the Dunlop Rubber Co. to make 
their cheques, given in payment of the price of goods supplied to them by the former 
JSirm, payable in future direct to Kleinwort § Co. By letter dated the 5th of 
January, 1903, specific directions were given by Kramrisch § Co. to the Dunlop 
Rubber Co. to pay Brandt § Co. a sum of £3,263 then due by them to Kramrisch 
$ Co. for rubber sold to them by the latter, the purchase of which rubber had been 
in fact financed not by Kleinwort § Co. but by Brandt § Co. Owing to a mistake 
the specific instructions were disregarded and the general instructions obeyed, and a 
cheque for this amount was sent by the Dunlop Co. to Kleinwort § Co. and subse- 
quently cashed. Brandt & Co. sued the Dunlop Rubber Co. to recover the sum so 
paid by them, on the ground that they, Brandt § Co., were equitable assignees of 
ths debt of the plaintiffs, in discharge of which the cheque had been given, and 
they succeeded in establishing their claim in their lordships’ House. The Dunlop 
Rubber Co. then brought this action against Kleinwort § Co. to recover the money 
they had been adjudged liable to pay Brandt & Co., and had pard by cheque in 
mistake of fact as money had and received to their, the plaintiffs’, use. 

Held, dismissing the appeal, that judgment had rightly been entered for the 
plaintiffs. 

Appeal by the defendants in the action from an order of the Court of 
Appeal, affirming a judgment of Channell, J., who tried the case with a 
special jury. The appellants, Kleinwort, Sons, &Co., are merchant bankers in 
the City, and the respondents rubber manufacturers, having works at Bir- 
mingham. Thecustom of business was for the appellants to make advances 
to Kramrisch & Co., rubber importers, of Liverpool, upon parcels of rubber. 
Sometimes they released rubber which they held as security in order that 
it might be sold; sometimes they advanced money on terms that when 
the rubber was sold by Kramrisch & Co. the proceeds of the sale should be 
remitted by the purchasers to them. Among other customers the Dunlop 
Rubber Co. were in the habit of buying rubber from Kramrisch, and 
on the 16th of September, 1902, Kramrisch & Co. directed the Dunlop 
Co. in future to send all remittances direct to their bankers, Klein- 
wort & Co., instead of to themselves. At that time Kramrisch & Co. 
were borrowing upon similar security from other bankers, among whom 
were Messrs. Brandt. In January, 1903, Kramrisch sent to the Dunlop 
Co. a quantity of rubber, which Messrs. Brandt had enabled him by 
advances to deliver, and directed the Dunlop Co. to pay the price, £3,263, 
to Metsrs. Brandt. This they agreed to do, but by mistake they sent 
the money to Messrs. Kleinwort, who applied it to the paying off of 
another advance they had made Kramrisch for an almost similar amount. 
Shortly afterwards Kramrisch was convicted of frauds in connection 
with the rubber business, and the fact of this payment by mistake 
came to light. The Dunlop Co. were sued by Brandt, Son, & Co. 
to recover what the plaintiffs had in mistake paid to the appellants, 
and their lordships in that case held the plaintiffs entitled to recover: 








see Brandt, Son, § Co. v. Dunlop Rubber Co. (1905, A. O. 454). At 
| the trial the questions put to the jury by the learned judge were: 
| ‘Was the money paid to Kleinworts as principals or as agents?” 
| Answer.—“‘ It was paid as agents for Kramrisch.”’ 2. ‘‘ Did Kleinworts 
receive the money as principals or as agents?’’ Answer.—‘ As principals 
'and in their own right.’’ 3. ‘‘ Were the defendants (Kleinworts) led by 
the plaintiffs’ (the respondents’) mistake to alter their position with regard 
to Kramrisch to their own disadvantage?’’ Answer.—‘‘ No.” On these 
answers the judge gave judgment in favour of the respondents. On 
' appeal to their lordships’ bar the — contended that they were 
entitled to rely upon any discharge which would be a valid discharge to 
agents, and that the application of the money with Kramrisch’s consent 
| was payment, and discharged them from liability. Further, that the 
| making of subsequent advances was also a good answer to the respondents’ 
claim, because had this money not been paid they would not have allowed 
further overdrafts, and they were therefore put in a different position 
financially by the mistake. Cur. adv. vult. 

Lord Lorenvren, C., in moving that the appeal should be dismissed, 
after stating the facts, said: Your lordships heard an interesting and 
learned argument as to the difference in law between the position of a 
principal to whom money has been paid under a mistake of fact and that 
of an agent in the like case. The appellants contended that this sum had 
been paid to them as agents, and that they had accounted for it to their 
| principals in a way equivalent to payment. The respondents claimed that 
in receiving this money Messra. Kleinwort, Sons, & Co. were really 
principals and therefore liable to repay it whether they had paid it over to 
others or not. In the view I take of the case this is immaterial; for 
it is indisputable that, if money is paid under a mistake of fact and is 
redemanded from the person who received it before his position has 
been altered to his disadvantage, the money must be repaid in what- 
ever character it was received. Now, that is this case. The third 
finding of the jury disposes of the controversy raised at the trial on 
this head. Channell, J., put the question very plainly to the jury, and 
| explained to them the contention of the appellants (which I need not 
|examine in detail) that they would not have continued, as they did 

continue, to make advances to Kramrisch & Co. if it had not been for this 
payment of £3,263 16s. 4d. by the Dunlop Co. This contention the jury 
refused to accept. To my mind, nothing could be more disastrous to the 
course of justice than a practice of lightly overthrowing the finding of a 
jury on a question of fact. There must be some plain error of law, 
| which the court believes has affected the verdict, or some plain miscarriage, 
| before it can be disturbed. I see nothing of the kind here. On the 
| contrary, it seems to me that the jury thoroughly understood the points 
| put to them and came to a« sensible conclusion. They thought that the 
| appellants would have acted in exactly the same way if no payment had 
| been made by the Dunlop Co. at aj]. That is, in my opinion, what the 
finding means, and there is sufficient evidence to support it. 

Lord James or Hererorp concurred. 

Lord Arxrson gave judgment to the same effect. Appeal dismissed.— 
CounseL, Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., and A. H. Chaytor ; Lush, K.C., and 
fret Soricrrors, Hollams, Sons, Coward, § Hawksky; J. B. ¢ F. 

urchase. 


[Reported by Exsxinz Rew, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 
ADAMS v. MAYOR, &., OF MARYLEBONE. No. 1. 17th July. 
| Merrorotis — Burtpine — Party-waLL—Dirrerence Between Buripinc 
AND ApJoINING Owners —ARBITRATION—JURISDICTION TO AwaRp Com- 


PENSATION FOR TrapeE Damace—Lonpon Buiupine Act, 1894 (57 & 58 
Vicr. c. ccxur.), 8. 88, suB-secrion 6; 8. 91, suB-secTion 1. 


Surveyors appointed under section 91, sub-section 1, of the London Building 
Act, 1894, to settle a difference between building and adjoining owners in respect 
of the raising of a party-wall have no jurisdiction to award compensation for 
damage to trade or other consequential damage caused thereby 

Decision of the Divisional Court (1906, 2 K. B. 767) affirmed. 


Appeal from the judgment of the Divisional Court (Ridley and Darling, 
JJ.) (reported in 1906, 2 K. B. 767). The appellant, Maria Adams, was the 
lessee ot a house in which she carried on a restaurant busipvess, and the 
respondents, who were the borough council for the district, were erecting 
workmen’s dwellings on the site of the adjoining house. The respondents 
were ‘‘ building owners,’’ and the appellant was ‘‘ adjoining owner’”’ 
within section 91, sub-section 1, of the London Building Act, 1894. The 
respondents served upon the appellant notice of their intention to raise the 
party-wall between the two houses, and they proceeded to raise the party- 
wall as they were entitled to do under section 88, sub-section 6, of the Act. 
The carrying out of the work caused injury to the appellant’s business, 
owing to chimneys being so affected that fires could not be lighted and 
food could not be cooked, and lodgers in consequence left. A difference 
having arisen between the appellant and the respondents, the matter was 
referred to surveyors uuder section 91, sub-section 1, of the Act, and the 
surveyors ordered the respondents to do certain work, and to make good 
any structural damage, but they were of opinion that they had no juris- 
diction to award the appellant compensation for damage to her business 
caused by the raising of the party-wall. The amy appealed to the 
county court under section 91, sub-section 2, and the judge dismissed the 
appeal. The Divisional Court affirmed the decision. The appellant 
appealed to the Court of . 

Tur Covrt (Vavenan Witiiams, Fietcner Moviron, and Bucxuey, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Vavonan Wii.1ams, L.J., said that in his opinion the damage which 
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was dealt with by section 88, sub-section 6, of the Act was physical 
damage, and did not include damage to trade sustained by the adjoining 
In his opinion compensation for damage and all other matters 


owner. 
connected therewith were to be determined by the statutory tribunal 
constituted by section 91, sub-section 1, but that tribunal no juris- 


diction to entertain a claim for compensation such as that which the 
appellant sought to bring forward in the present case. 
Fietcner Movtton and Buckiey, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, 4. H. 
Poyser and Koppel; G. A. Scott and Ritiner. Soxricrrons, W. Stubbs; 

Mackrell, Maton, Godlee, § Quincey. 
[Reported by W. F. Banry, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re SMITH. SMITH v. NEW. Warrington, J. 20th July. 


Practice — Petition — Payment Ovr—Marriep Woman Petitioner — 
Mareiace SerrLement—Funps 1x Court not ArrecTrep BY SgerrLEMENtT 
—CERTIFICATE OF COUNSEL. 


A certificate of counsel is necessary to prove that funds in court, for payment 
out of which a married woman is a petitioner, are not (so far as concerns her 
share) affected by the trusts of such petitioner's marriage settlement. 


Petition. In this case one of the petitioners was a married woman, on 
the occasion of whose marriage a settlement had been executed. The 
object of the petition was to obtain an order for payment out of funds in 
court, and the share in such funds of the aforesaid petitioner was not 
affected by this marriage settlement. This fact was proved by an 
affidavit made by the husband, the wife, and the wife's solicitor. In this 
affidavit the settlement was proved by the husband and wife together, 
whilst the solicitor proved the fact that the wife’s share of the funds in 
court was not subject to it, and the wife proved that she had not in- 
cumbered except by a specified charge. The petitioners relied on form 
No. 1827 in Daniell’s Chancery Forms (5th ed.). 

Wakrrincton, J., made an order in accordance with the petition, but 
said that a certificate of counsel was necessary to prove that the settlement 
did not affect the wife’s share of the funds in court.—CovunsgL, R. F. 
Norton, K.C., and F. Thompson; Maughan; A. L. Morris; H. Greenwood ; 
E. P. Hewitt and Maegillivray. Sottcrrors, Burton, Yeates, § Hart ; Capron 
§ Co.; Stow, Preston, ¢ Lyttelton ; Geare § Willis; C. M. Barker § Co. 

[Reported by F. Harpincz Datsroy, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re THE SOCIETY FOR TRAINING TEACHERS OF THE DEAF AND 
WHITTLE’S CONTRACT. Neville, J. 12th and 13th July. 


Cuarity—ENDOWMENT—VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS—VENDOR AND Pur- 
CHASER—SALR oF Lanp—Trtte—Consent or Boarp or Epvucation— 
CuariTaBLe Trusts Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 137), ss. 62, 66— 
CuaritraBLe Trusts AmenpMent Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Viucr. c. 124), 
8. 29. 

A charity incorporated under section 23 of the Companies Act, 1867, having 
acquired by means of voluntary subscriptions certain premises for its general 
purposes, agreed to sell the same without obtaining the tion of the Board of 
Eiucation to the sale. On a summons taken out by the purchaser stipulating for 
such sanction being obtained, as being necessary by reason of section 29 of the 
Charitable Trusts Amendment Act, 1855, 

Held, that the property acquired by the society for its general purposes by 
voluntary subscriptions, and maintained wholly by voluntary contributions, did not 
fall within the purview of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853; that for the purposes 
of section 62 of that Act all charities were either endowed or non-endowed, and 
that any charity not being an endowed charity within the meaning of the section 
was a non-endowed charity. 


Adjourned summons. This was a summons taken out under the Vendor 
and Purchaser Act, 1874, for the determination of the question whether 
the society was a charity to which section 29 of the Charitable Trusts 
Amendment Act, 1855, applied, so that the approval of the Board of 
Education, which in educational matters exercised the jurisdiction of the 
Charity Commissioners, must be obtained toa sale which the society had 
agreed to make to J. H. Whittle of certain freehold premises at Ealing, 
known as Elmhurst. The society was inaugurated in 1878 with a com- 
mittee of management for the purpose of training teachers of the deaf 
upon the German or pure oral system, and was incorporated undef the 
Companies Acts, 1862-1880, as an association falling within section 23 of 
the Companies Act, 1867, with a memorandum and articles of association. 
The objects for which the society was incorporated were (inter alia) : (6) To 
train teachers of deaf mutes, deaf children, and other deaf ms upon 
the German or pure oral system in the United Kingdom or a ; (¢) to 
institute, provide, and maintain schools for that purpose upon payment of 
such fees as the society might from time to time determine, provided 
always the surplus (if any) of such payments, after deducting the expendi- 
ture necessary for the maintenance of such schools, be devoted to such of 
the objects of the society as might be deemed expedient ; (¢) to institute, 
provide, and maintain a training college for the purpose of educating, 
training, and making proficient instructors of the German system any 
persons desirous of becoming teachers of deaf mutes . . .; (4) to pur- 
chase or otherwise acquire and also to dispose of any houses or lands 
for the purposes of the society ; (m) to borrow and raise money for the 
purposes of the society’s business by mortgage or in such other way as 
might be determined. In November, 1886, the society purchased for 
£5,200 certain land and premises at Ealing, which were duly conveyed to 





of £2,200 by a mortgage at interest. The premises so purchased were 
used by the society as a college for training teachers of the deaf, and the 
interest on the mortgage was defrayed out of the voluntary subscriptions. 
Apart from these premises so purchased the society had no endowment, 
and their income was derived from (1) volun subscriptions, (2) pay- 
ments by or for scholars, and (3) nts from the Board of Edu n, 
also from school boards out of 1 rates. In Jan » 1907, the y 
agreed to sell the said premises to J. H. Whittle for £3,850, and on 
investigating the title the purchaser raised the objection that the saciety 
was a charity within section 29 of the Charitable Trusts Amendment Act, 
1855, and must obtain the sanction of the Charity Commissioners to the 
sale. To this the society replied that as they were not an endowed charity 
the provisions of section 29 did not apply and the sanction of the com- 
missioners was unuecessary. It was then ascertained that, the society 
being an educational one, application should have been made to the 
Board of Education, to whom the powers of the Charity Commis- 
sioners in educational matters had been transferred by virtue of the 
Board of Education Act, 1899, and the Orders in Oouncil made 
thereunder. When approached by the society the Board of Educa- 
tion expressed the opinion that their consent was not required for 
the purpose of the sale. The purchaser, however, still insisting on 
a formal consent by the board, took out the above summons. For the 
purchaser it was contended that the charity did not come within the 
exemptions contained in section 62 of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853, 
because it had an endowment—viz., the property in question, and was not 
wholly maintained by voluntary contributions. The income was derived 
in part from Government grants and fees of scholars, and the charity being 
an educational charity was therefore subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Board of Education : Re Clergy Orphan Corporation (38 Soticrrors’ Jounnat, 
695, 43 W. R. 150; 1894, 3 Ch. 145); Re Gilchrist’s Trusts (43 W. R. 234; 
1895, 1 Ch. 367) ; Re Stockport Ragged Industrial and Reformatory Schools (42 
Soricrrors’ JournaL, 364, 47 W. R. 165; 1898, 2 Ch. 687); Re Church 
Army (94 L. T. Rep. 559). 

Nevittz, J., in delivering judgment, said: The question I have to 
consider is whether the property the society have contracted to sell can be 
sold without the consent of the Board of Education. I think that de 
upon whether the an on was an “endowment” or whether it is 
property which the ety could deal with as it pleased for its general 
purposes. I will assume that the society is a charity within the meaning 
of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853. Then the question is whether it falls 
within the exemptions specified in section 62 of that Act, and in con- 
sidering that section one has the advantage of the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in the case of Re Clergy Orphan Corporation (supra) 
in which the construction was very elaborately considered. The firet 
point is whether this society held any endowment, and that is 
a question of fact ; and secondly, if it did, is this property part of that 
endowment. Now originally the society was not incorporated, but was 

by a committee who dealt with its funds for the general urposes 
of the society in such manner as they thought fit. Subsequently it was 
determined to incorporate the society as an association under section 23 of 
the Companies Act, 1867, and there was a transfer by the committee to 
the incorporated society of all the prey of the society, and I think that 
transfer carried with it all the powers of the committee of dealing with the 
funds of the society as they thought fit. Then this particular property 
was acquired for the purposes of the society, and was paid for partly by a 
mortgage, and partly _— roceeds of a successful bazaar which was 
held for the benefit of the ety, and I think the proceeds of the bazaar 
constituted a fund which the society could apply to the general purposes 
of the society in any way they pleased. Therefore we have the case of a 
society supported by voluntary contributions, by Government grants, and 
by fees of scholars, and it is said that as this society is not wholly 
supported by voluntary contributions, nor partly by voluntary contribu- 
tions and partly by income from an endowment, but by contributions from 
other sources, that therefore it is not within the exemptions in section 62 
of the Act, and is subject to the jurisdiction of the commissioners. I do 
not think so. I think Government grants and fees of scholars are none 
the less voluntary contributions although there may be some consideration 
for them. It seems to me that for the purposes of section 62 of the Act 
all charities are either endowed or non-endowed, and that any charity not 
being an endowed charity within the meaning of that section is a non- 
endowed charity. Therefore, following the construction put u the 
section by the Court of Ap in Re Clergy Orphan Corporation, I think 
that this property acquired the society for its general purposes with 
voluntary subscriptions and maintained wholly by volantary contributions 
does not fall within the purview of the Act. I think, therefore, that the 
purchaser’s objection fails and that the society can make a good title. 
—Counsat, Mather; Jenkins, K.O0., and Adams Souicrrors, Banks, 
pee $ Taylor, Liverpool; Radeliffe, Cator, ¢ Hood, for Gibbons ¢ Arkle, 

verpool, 

[Reported by Epwarp J. M. Cuaruin, Barrister-at-Law.} 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
COOPER v. ROSE (SURVEYOR OF TAXES). Bray, J. 18th July. 
Ratixno—Inuasrrep Houses Duty—Srvp Farm wira Corrace Ler ro Srup 
Groom—Hovss Tax Act, 1857 (14 & 15 Vier. c. 36), s. 9. 
The appellant was owner of certain premises which he used as a stud farm, and 
was rated as the occupier of the whole of the said premises. Subsequently he let 








them. The said sum of £5,200 was provided as to £2,000 by the proceeds 
of a bazaar, as to £1,000 by voluntary subscriptions, and as to the balance 





the cottage on the farm under an agreement in writing to his stud groom, the 
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to be determined by three months’ notice on either side. The appellant 
then claimed that he was no longer liable to he assessed as occupier of the cottage, 
and, further, that he was entitled to be rated in respect of the farm at the lower 


rate. 

Held, that the appellant's claim must be allowed, there being no evidence that 
the agreement to let the cottage was a sham agreement, made merely for the purpose 
of avoiding liability, and was entitled to have his name struck off the list of 
occupiers in respect of the cottage, and to be rated as to the rest of the property at 
the rate applicable to agricultural land, 


Special case stated by the House Tax Commissioners for the Newmarket 
Division of Cambridge. The appellant, Sir Daniel Cooper, is the owner 
of a dwelling-house, stud boxes, and buildings at Cheveley, Camb3., and 
he appealed against an assessment of £160 upon the above premises. The 
appellant had a stud groom named Spires who lived in the house and 
received wages weekly, his services being terminable by a week's notice 
on either side. Spires managed the breeding stud, looking after 
the brood mares and other animals belonging to the appellant on the 
premises In 1964 theappellant entered into an agreement in writing with 
Spires under which the latter became tenant of the house at a yearly rent 
of £18, and received a proportionate rise in his wages per week to cover 
rent and rates. The premises up to that time had been assessed at 
£157 10s., but subsequently they were apportioned, the dwelling-house 
being separately assessed to Spires at £18, and the stud boxes and 
buildings to the appellant at £139 10s. The appellant contended by his 
solicitor that as the appellant was not the occupier nor rated in respect of 
the dwelling-house and garden adjoining he was not liable to be assessed to 
inhavited house duty on the said dwelling-house and garden adjoining 
stud boxes and buildings, and that the stud boxes and buildings occupied 
by him were not assessable to inhabited house duty, and also that even 
if Spires had occupied the dwelling-house and garden adjoining as stud 

m and rent free the appellant had been rated as occupier of the 
welling-house and garden adjoining, that the stud boxes and buildings 
would not be liable to be included in the assessment of the dwelling- house 
and garden adjoining to inhabited house duty, and further that, even if the 
whole of the said property was in fact in the occupation of the appellant, 
the rate claimed on the assessment, which was at 9d. in the £, was 
incorrect and excessive, as such premises would in that case be occupied 
solely asa farm house by a tenant or farm servant and liable to duty at 
the rate of 6d. in the £ only. The commissioners confirmed the assess- 
ment, being of opinion (1) that the whole of the dwelling-house, stud boxes 
and buildings were occupied for onecommon purpose—namely, the breeding 
and rearing of thoroughbred horses, and not for the purpose of husbandry 
only ; and (2) that the agreement was made for the purpose of evading 
the house tax, and that Spires therein referred to dwelt in the dwelling- 
house as the stud groom of the appellant for the purpose (i) aforesaid and 
not otherwise. 

Bray, J., in giving judgment, said he had to decide whether the 
appellant was the occupier of his dwelling-house within the meaning of 
the rules of the schedule of the House Tax Act of 1808, which was 
made to apply to the House Tax;Act, 1851. Rule 2 of the schedule in 
question provided that the duties payable under the Act were ‘‘to be 
charged annually on the occupier or occupiers for the time being of every 
such dwelling-house. .”’ He came to the conclusion that he must 
consider the case on the presumption that Spires was the bond fide occupier 
of the dwelling-house. Were there any circumstances which would 
prevent him from being so? Was the fact that these premises were all 
used for one common purpose inconsistent with that presumption? Upon 
the authorities he did not think that this was so, and he came to the con- 
clusion that Spires was a real tenant and a real occupier. That being so, 
Sir Daniel Cooper had been wrongly inserted as the occupier of this 
dwelling-house, and in consequence was not liable to this assessment. 
The appellant was entitled to judgment, and the assessment must be dis- 
charged.—Cowunset, Scott For, K.C., and 7. F. Hobson; Sir William 
Robsm, 8.G., and William Fmlay. Sotscrrors, Ruston, Clark, § Co., for 
Ruston & Ruston, Newmarket ; The Solicitor to Inland Revenue. 

[Reported by Exsxixz Resp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


WATTS v. HEMMING. Div. Court. 13th July. 


Exection Law—Gvuarpian—Tie or Votres—Castine *‘ Vore”’ ny Deputy 
Rervurninc Orricer—‘‘ Votre”? a Ne iiurry — Perrrion—Costs—Munti- 
crpaL Corporation Act, 1882 — Locan Government Act, 1894 — 
Gvarpians (Ovtstpz Lonpon) Erection Orpers, 1898, rr. 22, 31. 


Two candidates for the third place in a municipal election at Birmingham 
polled equal votes, The deputy returning officer elected to give a casting vote in 
Savour of the respondent, and having done so declared him duly elected. It then 
turned out that by a mistake the vote of the returning officer was a nullity, because 
he was not on the parochial list of voters. The deputy returning officer, however, 
declined to alter his decision or to declare the third place vacant, The petitioner 
then asked that the court would declare that the respondent was not duly elected by 
a majority of lawful votes. 

Held, that the petition must be allowed. 


Special case stated by the deputy returning officer for St. Thomas’s 
Ward of the Parish of Birmingham raising the question as to the validity 
of the election of Richard Hemming as a guardian for the said ward in 
March last. The case stated that on the 25th of March, 1907, there was 
an election of guardians at Birmingham, aud for three vacancies in the 
St. Thomas's Ward there were four candidates, including the petitioner, 
John Watts, and the respondent, Richard Hemming. After a second 
count it was found that the petitioner and the respondent tied for the 
third position on the poll with 443 votes each, and the deputy returning 
officer gave a casting vote in favour of the respondent and declared him 
elected and duly posted the result on the front of the polling station, It 








was subsequently discovered that as the deputy returning officer was not 
a parochial voter in the parish he was not entitled to give a casting vote, 
and that the proper course in such a case was for the two candidates to 
draw lots. e petitioner, John Watts, protested against the proceedings 
of the deputy returning officer as being irregular, and relied on rule 22 of 
the Guardians (Outside London) Election Orders, 1898, which is as 
follows: ‘‘ If an equality of votes is found to exist between any candidates, 
and the addition of a vote would entitle any of such candidates to be 
declared elected, the returning officer or the deputy returning officer who 
counts the votes may, if a parochial elector of the parish, give such 
additional vote at the election. If in such a case the returning officer or 
deputy returning officer, as the case may be, is not a parochial elector of 
the parish, or is unwilling to vote, he shall determine by lot which of the 
candidates whose votes are equal shall be elected.’? When seen on the 
following day, although admitting that he was not a parochial elector, the 
deputy returning officer declined to alter his decision or to have the election 
determined by lot. The petition was accordingly presented against the 
respondent’s return. 

Tue Court (Partumore and Buckni1, JJ.) allowed the petition. 

Puttimore, J., said that the court must declare that the respondent 
Richard Hemming had not been duly elected by a majority of lawful votes, 
and that the petitioner was entitled to draw lots with the respondent to 
decide which of the two should be returned. As to the costs necessarily 
incident to getting rid of the wrong return, the petitioner would have to 
bear them, as he had not made the deputy returning officer a party to the 

tition. The other costs, including the costs of the special case, would 

ave to be borne by the respondent, and the returning officer would have 

to pay his own costs. 

Bucknitu, J., concurred.—CounseL, Arthur Ward, A. Maconochie, and 
D' Egville; Oliver. Souscrrors, H. C. Edwards, Birmingham ; A. R. 
Whitelock, Birmingham. 


[Reported by Ersxtye Rew, Barrister-at-Law.] 


W. AND L. W. WINANS v. THE KING. Bray, J. 12th Dec., 1906; 
16th July. 


Revenve—Estate Duty— Foreign Bonp— Bonp NecortasB_te on LONDON 
Srock Excuance—Bonp Srrvate 1n ENGLanp. 


A foreign bond, which forms part of a testator’s estate, is liable to estate duty 
if negotiable in the country where such bond is physically situated at the death of 
the deceased. 


Petition of right presented by the executors of the late William Louis 
Winans, who died in 1897, claiming the return of £130,000 in respect of 
estate duty to which they alleged that the estate was not liable. The 
gross value of the property was sworn at £2,522,005, and the net at 
£2,403,587, and on this latter eum estate duty amounting to £192,280 was 
paid. The petitioners submitted that at the time of his death the testator 
was a citizen of the United States of America, and was domiciled there, 
and that of the amount brought into the affidavit the sum of £1,573,962 
represented property situated out of the United Kingdom, and not liable 
to estate duty. This property consisted of certain foreign bonds of the 
German, Prussian, and Russian Governments, and railway and other 
bonds of the United States. Estate duty was also paid in respect of the 
remaining £829,000 at the rate of 8 percent. They therefore claimed the 
return of £130,000, being the difference between £192,280 estate duty at 
the rate of 8 per cent. in respect of £2,403,587, and £62,220 estate duty at 
the rate of 74 per cent. in respect of £829,000, the amount being under a 
million pounds. The case was argued in December last, and adjourned in 
order that evidence might be given as to the meaning of certain French 
and German terms. 

Bray, J., after this evidence had been given, said it was admitted that 
if the facts of the case brought it within the authority of Attorney-General 
v. Glendinning (92 L. T. 87) judgment must be given for the Crown. The 
evidence which had been given that morning, and which he had no reason 
to discredit, shewed that these bonds were in fact dealt with for money on 
the London Stock Exchange and elsewhere, and therefore the principle in 
Attorney-General v. Glendinning did apply. It was there held that a 
colonial bond to bearer, even though containing a charge on property in 
such colony, if negotiable by law of the colony, was also negotiable in the 
country where such bond was physically situated, and that therefore, as 
the bailee of such bond must get a good discharge before he could deliver 
it up, where such bond was actually in Enyland at the death of the 
deceased, estate duty was payable in respect thereof. Judgment must 
accordingly be for the Crown.—CounseL, Danckwerts, K.O., Montague Lush, 
K.C., and E. Willoughby Williams ; Sir J. Lawson Walton, A.G., Sir Robert 
Finlay, K.C., and Vaughan Hawkins. So.icrtors, FE. H. Quicke, for H. M. 

Williams, Brighton ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 


[Reported by Easxine Reiv, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MARITIME INSURANCE CO, (LIM), ». ALIANZA INSURANCE CO. OF 
SANTANDER, Walton, J. 17th July. 


Marine Insurance — Rermsvurance — Construction — Port or Ports, 
Piace on PLaces. 


A vessel was reinsured against certain perils ‘‘ whilst at port or ports, place or 
places in New Caledonia.”’ The vessel struck on a reef whilst passing through a 
passage through the barrier-reef of New Caledonia, about ten miles from the main- 
land and from Nehoué, 

Held, that when the loss occurred the vessel had not arrived at a port or place 
in New Caledonia within the meaning of the policy. 


Claim to recover under a policy of reinsurance. ‘The vessel was insured _ 


—- perils of the sea in the following terms: ‘‘ At and from a port in” 
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Grangemouth. With leave to call for pilots or customs if required . . 
on ship valued at £7,000 . And it shall be lawful forthe . . . ship 
age in the voyage so insured . to proceed and sail to and 
touch and stay at any ports or places whatsoever without prejudice to this 
insurance. The plaintiffs reinsured part of their risk with the defendants 
in the following terms: ‘‘ At and from the Ist of July, 1904, until the 31st 
of August, 1904, both days inclusive, or as original whilst at port or ports, 
place or places in New Caledonia And it shall be lawful for the 
said ship in this voyage to proceed and sail to and touch and 
stay at any ports or places whatsoever and wheresoever and for any 
and all purposes and without prejudice to this insurance .. . 
valued at £500 on hull, materials, &c., valued £7,000, or valued 
as in original policy or policies. Being a reinsurance applying to policy, 
the Maritime Insurance Co., subject to the same clauses and conditions, 
and to pay as may be paid thereon.’’ A written marginal clause provided : 
“ Risk to commence same time as original.’’ An attached clause provided : 
“ With leave to call at all ports and places on the passage, intermediate or 
otherwise, for any purposes whatsoever .’ The premium was fixed 
at 6s. 8d. per cent. on £500. The vessel whilst passing through Gazelle 
Passage, a passage through the barrier-reef of New Caledonia, struck on 
a reef about ten miles from the mainland and from Nehoué, and incurred 
certain general and particular average losses. The insurers paid their 
proportion and sued the reinsurers under the reinsurance policy. It was 
contended for the plaintiffs that the loss occurred at a place in New 
Caledonia within the meaning of the policy. ‘‘Place’’ should not be 
limited to a place in the nature of a port, the words in the policy 
should be given their natural meaning. It was contended for the 
defendants that ‘‘ place’? meant a place where a vessel touched or stayed, 
and was a place in the nature of a port, a place where loading and dis- 
charging was carried out which might not technically be a ‘‘ port.” 

Watton, J., in giving judgment, said that the words “‘ place or places” 
might add something to ‘‘port or ports.’’ ‘‘ Port’? had a somewhat 
technical meaning, and ‘‘ place or places ’’ were added to shew that it was 
not intended to confine the meaning to be given to port or ports. The 
words being used in collocation with ‘‘ port or ports,’’ the meaning of 
them to some extent was coloured thereby. ‘The words could not be read 
as meaning “‘ port or ports and anywhere else.’? When the loss occurred 
the vessel had not arrived at a port or place in New Caledonia within the 
meaning of the policy. A place included some place at which the vessel 
had arrived to load or to discharge, or to take coal, or perhaps to repair or 
to shelter, a place at which the vessel was for some purpose, and not a 
place at which the vessel happened to be in passing. Judgment for the 
defendants.—Covunset, J. A. Hamilton, K.O., and Leslie Scott; Scrutton, 
K.C., and Mackinnon. Soxicrrors, Field, Roscoe, § Co., for Batesons, Warr, 
$ Wimshurst, Liverpool ; Parker, Garrett, Holman, § Howden. 


[Reported by W. Taxvor Turton, Barrister-at-Law. | 


WRIGHT v. MARQUIS OF ZETLAND AND OTHERS. Lawrance, J. 
18th July. 


Enxpowep Scnoots — Power or Heap Master To Dismiss Assistant 
Masters Wirtnovr Norice—Enpowep Scuooirs Acts, 1868 (31 & 32 
Vict. c. 32) anp 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 56), ss. 9, 10, 22. 

Held, that assistant masters in schools, carried on in accordance with a scheme 
made by the Charity Commissioners under the provisions of the Endowed Schools 
Act, 1869, have no relation whatever to the school they work in or to its governing 
body, but are the personal servants of the head master, who can dismiss them at 
pleasure without notice. 


In this case judgment was entered for the defendants on a point of law, 
the jury having found for the plaintiff and assessed the damages at 
£67 138. 4d. ‘The plaintiff in 1903 was engaged as a non-resident master 
at Richmond Grammar School at a salary of £170 per annum. In 1905 
he became a resident master at a salary of £125, with board and lodging. 
In September, 1906, the then head master left, and Mr. Prestwich was 
appointed to succeed him. On the 10th of September Mr. Prestwich 
wrote to the plaintiff: ‘‘I do not know whether it is your intention to 
make an application to me for a post as assistant master at Richmond 
School (Yorks), but I think I ought to inform you that I have decided to 
begin work at the school on the 2ist of September with an entirely new 
staff.” The plaintiff and three other assistant masters were then all 
turned off, and the present action was brought as a test action, claiming 
damages from the Marquis of Zetland and the other members of the 
governing body of the school for wrongful dismissal. The school was one 
of those which fell under the provisions of the Endowed Schools Acts, 1868 
and 1869, and was under the control of a governing body, who were owners 
and administrators of its funds, and was regulated by a scheme made b 
the Charity Commissioners under the provisions of the Act of 1869, 
During the argument as to whether or not there was a custom which 
overrode the power of a head master to dismiss, Hoyman v. Governors of 
Rugby School (L. R. 18 Eq. 25) was referred to, where it was held by 
Malins, V.C., that under a statute by which the head master held his 
office ‘‘at the pleasure of’’ the governors, they could dismise him 
‘‘without notice and without any reason being assigned.’? The head 
master might have power to dismiss assistant masters as far as the 
governing body was concerned at pleasure, but in his relation with 
the assistant masters themselves he was bound by custom. By section 10 
of the Act of 1869 the powers of the governing body were prescribed, and 
under the rules a head master was now entitled to six months’ notice. No 
evidence was called for the defendants, their case being that there was 
here no contract between the plaintiff and the governing body, and they 
were not responsible for the plaintiff's dismiseal, whether such dismissal 
was wrongful or not, and they relied on section 22 of the Act of 1869, 
which enacted that ‘‘ in every scheme the commissioners shall provide for 








the dismissal at pleasure of every teacher and officer in the endowed 
school to which the scheme relates, including the pal teacher, with or 
without a power of appeal in such cases and under such circumstances as 
to the commissioners may seem expedient.”” By rule 40 the sole power of 
appointing and ee eee masters was vested in the head 
master. ey contended that there was nothing to support the plaintiff’s 
submission that by custom this power of dismissal vested in the head 
master was exercisable only by him subject to reasonable notice. 

Lawrance, J., intimated that he was in favour of the defendants’ 
contention that there was here no contract between the plaintiff and the 
governing body. The defendants were therefore entitled to judgment. 
As the question was important he should grant a stay of execution as to 
costs on the usual terms pending an appeal. Judgment accordingly.— 
Counset, Montague Lush, K.O., and Coutts Trotter ; C. A. Russell, KC, and 
H. 8. Cautley. Soxscrrors, Reynolds ¢ Son ; Oldman § Co. 


[Reported by Ensxivez Rew, Barrister-at-Law. | 








Societies. 


The Law Society. 
ADJOURNED ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING. 
Exzcrion or Counc. 


The adjourned annual general meeting of the Law Society was held 
= Thursday, the 25th inst., the President, Mr. E. K. Biyru, taking the 
chair. 
The result of the poll as to the election of members of the Council was 
made known, and the following condidates were declared duly elected : 
Edmund Kell Blyth, 3,645; the Rt. Hon. Sir Henry Fowler, G.C.8.L., 
M.P., 3,501 ; Robert Ellett, 3,380 ; Thomas Rawle, 3,008; Frank William 
Stone, 2,967 ; Charles Berkeley Margetts, 2,896; Henry Manisty, 2,833 ; 
William Edward Foster, 2,646; William Arthur Sharpe, 2,605; John 
Wreford Budd, 2,547 ; John Waller Hills, M.P., 2,532. 

At the annual meeting on the 5th a resolution was brought forward 
by the Council for altering the charter and bye-laws so as to provide that 
three of the members of the Council retiring at each annual meeting 
should be ineligible for re-election for one year, such three members to be 
determined by the Council. To this Mr. G. H. Radford, M.P., moved an 
amendment, that steps should be taken for altering the charter so that the 
retiring members should be ineligible for re-election for one year, the 
provision not to apply to those nominated as president and vice-president. 
The votes given in favour of the amendment were 1,180, and there were 
3,328 votes against, so that it was rejected by 2,148 votes, The original 
motion was put to the meeting and adopted. 

The result of the poll upon a second motion of the Council was also 
declared. The motion was to the effect that steps should be taken to 
provide that the Council should consist of twenty-nine metropolitan 
and eleven provincial members, and that a small committee of six London 
members of the society, not being members of the Council, should confer 
with a committee of the Council to decide upon the members to be 
nominated to fill the places of retiring metropolitan members of the 
Council. There were 2,311 votes in favour of the motion and 1,181 t, 
a majority of 430 in its favour. It was therefore declared to be 





It is understood that at the adjourned annual general meeting to be 
held on the 3lst inst., whether Mr. Cobbett’s amendment be carried or 
not, Sir John Gray Hill will move as an amendment to the i 
motion: ‘‘ That it is the proper practice for every solicitor, while he has 
in his possession money of a substantial amount not his own, to either 
(a) have his accounts audited at least once a year by a chartered or 
incorporated accountant ; or (+) keep a se bank account or accounts 
for all such money earmarked in such a way that the credit balance on the 
same cannot be set off by the banker against a debit balance on the 
solicitor’s own account.” 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 


HONOURS EXAMINATION.—JUNE, 1907. 

At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the 
roll of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee 
recommended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction. 

Frest Cass, 
{In Order of Merit.] 

James Hersert Gotp, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Arthur Woodall Heaton, of the firm of Messrs. Hargreave & 
Heaton, of Birmingham. 4 ; 

Grorce Epwarp Montacus Woosnam, who served his clerk 
with Mr. Martin Woosnam, of Newtown; and Messrs. Woosnam 
Smith, of London. . : 

Arruur Dovetas Datiow, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Thomas F mapas of Wolverhampton; and Messrs. Maude & Tunnicliffe, 
of London, 

Francis AKENHEAD, B.A. Gun, who served his clerkship with 
Messrs, Burton, Scorers, & White, of Lincoln; and Messrs. ge & 
Scorer, of London. 
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Tuomas Artuur Hvucues, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Francis Nunn and Mr. Octavius Bernard Lowe, both of the firm of 
Messrs. Nunn & Co., of Colwyn Bay. 

ARTHUR AMERY COLLINSON, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Oliver Jones, Billson, & Co., of Liverpool. 

Harry WALL, who served his clerkship with Mr. J. E, Rice-Jones, 
of Halifax. 

ARCHIBALD Epwarp CxurcHER, who served his clerkship with 
Messrs. Hobbs & Brutton, of Portsmouth; and 

Hvucu Lionet Smepiey, who served his clerkship with Mr, Herbert 
Stanley Chapman, of the firm of Messrs. Norris, Allens, & Chapman, 
of London. 

James Herpert Bryrpon, B.A. (Camb.), who served his clerkship 
with the late Mr. John Thomas Doyle and Mr. Chas. J. E. Hall, of 
the firm of Messrs, Hall & Sons, both of Manchester. 

Epwarp Davin Kenr Busby, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Herbert Toomer, of London. 

Epwarkp Joun Greorce HicHam, B.A., B.C.L. (Oxon.), who served 
his clerkship with Messrs. Wansbrough, Dickinson, Robinson, & Tayler, 
of Bristol. 

Epwarp Wit11am Tunsrince, B.Sc. (Birmingham), who served his 
clerkship with Mr. W. S. Tunbridge, of the firm of Messrs. Tunbridge 
& Co., of Birmingham. 

James SmirnH, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edmund Lamb 
Wallis, of Hereford; and Messrs, Meredith, Roberts, & Mills, of 
London. 

Raymond MeErke, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Irons, 
of Sheffield; and Messrs. Jacques & Co., of London. 

Francis Starrorp Crark, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship 
with Mr. Thomas Howard Deighton, 

GrEoRGE JACKSON ARMSTRONG, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Herbert Lidiard, of the firm of Messrs. Lidiard, Son, & Baker. of 
London. . : 


Seconp C.ass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 


Clifford Walter Archer, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Hudson Bennett, of London. 

John Weldon Bowker, who served his clerkship with Mr. Beaumont 
Shepheard, of the firm of Messrs. Shepheards & Walters, of London. 

Frank Abercrombie Briggs, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Charles Greenwood, of the firm of Messrs. Greenwood & Greenwood, 
of London. 

James Henry Collier, who served his clerkship with Mr, James 
Jackson, of the firm of Messrs, Hensman, Jackson, & Chamberlain, 
of Northampton. 

Edward Henry Coopman, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Godfrey & Webb, of London. 

John Arthur Daniel, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Robert Davies, of the firm of Messrs. W. R. Davies & Co., of Ponty- 
pridd. 

Carl Louis Fabel, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Lawrence, 
Jones, & Co., of Liverpool and London. 

Arthur John Gately, who served his clerkship with Mr, Stephen 
Gately, of the firm of Messrs, Stephen Gately & Son, of Birmingham; 
and Mr. W. C. Tayler, of the firm of Messrs. W. M. Tayler, Son, & 
Priest, of London. j 

Albert David Jenkins, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert 
Owen Seacome, of Cheltenham. 

Reginald Henry King, who served his clerkship with Mr. W. J. 
Hill, of the firm of Messrs. Bridgman & Co., of London. 

Charles Yorke Lucas-Caleraft, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Edward Ernest Gard, of Devonport; and Messrs, Crowders, Vizard, 
Oldham, & Co., of London, ; ; 

James Simon Lyon, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
William Williams, of London 

Bernard Richard Masser, B.A., LL.B. (Camb.), who served his 
clerkship with Mr. Sylvester Richard Masser, of the firm of Messrs. 
Hughes & Masser, of @oventry; and Messrs, Sharpe, Parker, Prit- 
chards, Barham, & Lawford, of London, 

Richard Headley Montagu, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Harold Brown, of the firm of Messrs. Linklater, Addison, & Brown, 
of London. 

Kenneth de Havilland Ollard. who served his clerkship with the 
late Mr. Arthur ‘R. Ollard, and Mr. A. R. C. Forrest, both of 
Wisbech ; and Messrs. Oldman, Clabburn, & Cornwall. of London. 

Stephen Harold Pickering, who served his clerkship with Mr. A. C. 
Challinor, of the firm of Messrs. Challinor & Challinor, of Hanley; 
Mr, William Emery Pickering, of the firm of Messrs, Burke « 
Pickering, of Stafford; and Messrs. Chester, Broome, & Griffithes, of 
London. 

Arthur John Prosser, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Kenshole, of the firm of Messrs. C. & W. Kenshole, of Aberdare. 

Charles Henry Rawe, who served his clerkship with Mr. Ernest 
Edwin Cooper, of the firm of Messrs. Sharp, Harrison, Turner, & 
Cooper, of Southampton, 

Edward Vincent Thompson, B.A. (Camb.), who served his clerkship 
with Mr. 8. Billing, of the firm of Messrs. Robbins, Billing & Co., of 
London. 

John George Todd, B.A., LL.B. (Camb.), who served his clerkship 
with the late Mr. E. E. Meek and Mr. E. Hutchinson, both of the 
firm of Messrs, Lucas, Hutchinson, & Meek, of Darlington. 





Turep Crass. 
[In Alphabetical Order.] 

George Chambers Blagden, B.A., LL.B. (Camb.), who served his 
clerkship with Mr. Thomas Francis Martin Cartwright, of London. 

Walter Emmanuel Bonwick, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
George Alexander Macdonald, of London. 

Clifford Brumfitt, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Sykes, 
of Huddersfield. 

William Scott Clark, who served his clerkship with Mr. Anthony 
Nichol Bowman, of Carlisle. 

Frederick William Derry, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred 
Henry Thorn-Pudsey, of lronbridge. 

Arthur Digby-Green, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Brockett Sorrell, of London. , : 

John Evelyn Edminson, who served his clerkship with Messrs, 
Warren & Allen, of Nottingham; and Messrs, Field, Roscoe, & Co., 
of London, oat 

Hugh Matheson Foster, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Edward Foster, of Aldershot; and Messrs. Bircham & Co., of London. 

Herbert William Guthrie, who served his clerkship with Mr, William 
Alfred Williams, of London. ; 

Samuel Hamer, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Frank Hamer, of Ashton-under-Lyne. ee. 

Arthur Grayson Hartley, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with 
Messrs. Longbourne, Stevens, & Powell, of London. | 

Cecil Hatt, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edwin T. Hatt, of 
Oxford; and Messrs. Gibson & Weldon, of London. 

James Frederick Hay, who served his clerkship with Mr. R. M. 
Welsford, of the firm of Messrs. Biddle, Thomas, Welsford, & Sidgwick, 
of London. : ; 

John Edward Sheridan Hickey, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Charles Graham Trevanion, of Bournemouth; and Messrs. Peacock 
& Goddard, of London. : : 

John Wignall Hodson, LL.B. (Manchester), who served his clerkship 
with Mr. John S. Bunting, of Accrington. : : 

Thomas Edwin Jackson, who served his clerkship with Mr, John 
Sykes, of Huddersfield, : ; 

Joseph Harry Kershaw, who served his clerkship with Messrs, Cock- 
shutt & Dunkerley, of Preston. ; : 

Arthur Telford Mason, LL.B. (Victoria), who served his clerkship 
with Mr. Joseph Sampson, of Manchester. ; 

William Ewart Meikle, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick 
Ernest Hannay, of South Shields; and Messrs. Gibson & Weldon, of 
London. 

Humphrey William Morris, who served his clerkship with the late 
Mr. Howard Carlile Morris, and Mr. Charles Monsey Woolsey, both of 
London. 

Edward Harold Riches, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Munro Miller, of London. 

Charles Noe] Walker Tyacke, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Joseph Walker Tyacke, of Helston; and Messrs. Collyer-Bristow & Co., 
of London, 

The Council of the Law Society have accordingly given class certifi- 
cates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. ‘Gold—The Clement’s Inn Prize—value about £10; and the 
Daniel Reardon Prize—value about twenty guineas. 

To Mr. Woosnam—The Clifford’s Inn Prize—value five guineas. 

To Mr. Dallow—The New Inn Prize—value five guineas. 

To Mr. Wall—The John Mackrell Prize—value about £12. 

To Messrs. Akenhead, Hughes, Collinson, Wall, Churcher, Smedley, 
Brydon, Busby, Higham, Tunbridge, Smith, Meeke, Clark, and Arm- 
strong—The Law Society’s Prizes—value five guineas each. 

The Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the 
second and third classes. 

One hundred and thirty-six candidates gave notice for the examina- 
tion. 

By order of the Council, 
E. W. Wru1amson, Secretary. 

Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, 

19th July, 1907. 





PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 3rd and 4th of 
July, 1907: 

Addyman, Oscar James 
Allbutt, Francis Prideaux 
Archer, Fulbert Radcliffe 
Armitage, William Arthur 
Bayley, Thomas Leopold 
Bell, Lionel Stuart 
Benson, Henry Laurence 
Bracher, Guy 

Buckmaster, Charles Allen 


Davies, Claude Beaumont 

Day, Henry Chesmer Poulden 
Fisher, George William 

Flannery, Michael John 

Foot, Patton Bowyear Drummond- 


ay 
Foster, Robert Tonge 
Gamlin, Alexander Gilbert 
Girling, Harold Ernest 


Burton, Richard Amery Gisborne, Harry Paterson 

Child, David Leslie Hailey, John Collison 

Clarke, Edgar Charles Gilbert new Colin 

Colbourne, Geoffrey Harfield, Douglas Harry Bernard 
Court, Cecil Hales Hargreaves, Harry a 
D’ Angibau, William Edward Harries, Thomas Marchant 1 





Hoyle, 
Hulton 
Irving, 
Jonas, 
Jones, 
Kensh: 
Knight 
Laven¢ 
Lockw: 
Longbs 
Jenn 
Lowde 
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Matthe 
Mawso 
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Harrison, John 

Harrowell, Harvey 

Heslop, Charles McIvor Goyder 

Hewetson, Henry Caunter 

Holyoa, Francis Gerald 

Houston, Bertram Beaman 

Hoyle, Joshua 

Hulton, Roger Braddyll 

Irving, Gilmour Dundas 

Jonas, Louis Nathaniel 

Jones, Leonard Mealor 

Kenshole, Ivor Charles 

Knighton, George Francis 

Lavender, Franklin 

Lockwood, James Horace 

Longbourne, William Louis 
Jennings 

Lowden, Robert Wedgwood 

Macmillan, Duncan 

Matthews, John Esam 

Mawson, John 

Miller, Arthur Edward 

Minshall, Thomas Charles Wynne 

Morgan, Arnold John 

Moser, John 

Mosse, Sydney Hugh 

Mowll, John Hewitt 


Owen, Sidney John 
Palmer, Hubert Grayling 
Pearson, Robert Tute 
Pepper, Luther 
Preston, Arthur Kerrison 
Richardson, Oscar Lionel 
Rickerd, William Edward 
Rigby, John Marsden 
Roberts, Frederic George 
Shawe, Harold Lancaster 
Stockdale, Arthur William Sinclair 
Stokes, Reginald Alexander 
Stretch, Michael John 
Sutton, Alfred Walter 
Thomas, Charles Clifford 
Thomas, Ivor Akers 
Thomas, Stanley Hubert 
Thompson, Stanley Pickard 
Vertue, Guy Naunton 
Wace, Gaston Frederick Bayard 
Wade, Hugh Robert 
Wann, James 
Whitehead, Ammon Willis 
Williams, Alfred 
Williams, Ivor Llewellyn 
Williams, Montague 
Wilson, Christopher Munkhouse 
Norris, Arthur Gilbert Wood, Henry Stanley 

No. of Candidates iso Passed ... o. 84 
By order of the Council, 

E. W. Wutiamson, Secretary. 

Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, 19th July, 1907. 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. Atrrep Dovstz, solicitor, C.C., of 91, Fore-street, Cripplegate, E.C., 
has been appointed a Justice of the Peace for the County of London. 
Mr. Double was admitted in 1881. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolution. 


Wrtt1am Warp and Epmunp Warp, solicitors (Ward & Sons), Leeds. 
June 3. The said Edmund Ward will in future carry on the business at 
12, Bank street, under the same style of Ward & Sons. 

[ Gazette, July 19. 





General. 


The Lincoln’s-inn Library will be open to members of the Inn during 
the Long Vacation from 11 till 4; on Tuesdays, 11 till 5. It will be 
closed on Saturdays, and from the Ist to the 10th of September. 


The death is announced of Judge Molesworth, of the County Courts and 
Court of Insolvency, Victoria. He was born in Dublin in 1842, and was 
called to the Victorian Bar in 1864, appointed to the County Court Bench 
in 1884, and became Acting Supreme Court Judge in 1891. 


When the evidence had been completed in a case in which there were 
two defendants, at the City of London Court, there was, says the Evening 
Standard, a slight difference between Mr. Pike Glasgow and Mr. R. J. N. 
Neville, the two counsel for the respective defendants, as to which should 
first address the jury. Judge Lumley Smith, K.C., s sted that the 
learned gentlemen should toss for it. Mr. Neville soalaeel a coven 
and spun it in the air, in full view of a crowded court and jury. Mr. 
Glasgow cried, ‘‘Sudden Death. Head!’’ And he won. His opponent 
accordingly had to first address the court, Mr, Glasgow getting the much- 
coveted last word. 


A number of American lawyers, headed by Mr. J. R. McConnell, of 
Pittsburg, says the Evening Standard, made a tour of the Law Courts on 
Tuesday in order to compare English and American methods of legal 
procedure. The American lawyers were not over-enthusiastic in their 
praise of the British practice. They were disappointed at the lack of 
‘fire’”’ in the English lawyer, and were of opinion that he relied too 
much on tradition in his conduct of a case. The English judges, they 
thought, were deep students, but they preferred the American “man 
judge,’’ who, in their opinion, was able to take a broader view of an 
action, as he was a man of the world. 


It appears from a return showing the working of the regulations made 
in 1886 for carrying out the Prosecution of Offences Acts, 1879 and 1884, 
that the Director of Public Prosecutions prosecuted in 420 cases in the 
year, and that there were 733 applications made in which he did not 
institute or adopt a prosecution, thus making the number of cases dealt 
with by the director 1,153, as against 1,229 in 1905, and 1,261 in 1904. 
During 1906, as in former years, the director had to investigate several 
allegations against solicitors of misappropriation of clients’ money and 
other offences, In seven cases he considered it his duty to take proceed- 
ings. The results of these prosecutions were that five solicitors were 


The forty-fourth meeting of the oy Law Amendment 
Committee was held on the 17th inst. at the Royal Courts of Justice 
under the presidency of Mr. Muir Mackenzie, the chairman. The 
witnesses examined were Mr. W. 8. Hayes (of the firm of Messrs. Hayes & 
Sons, solicitors, of Nassau-street, Dublin), president of the Incorporated 
Law Society of Ireland, who gave the committee a brief resumé of the 
Irish Bankruptcy Acts so far as they bear upon the questions refe to 
the committee for consideration ; and Mr. Athelstan rendall, M.P., Who 
made various suggestions for amending the law relating to small bank- 
ruptcies under administration orders. ith the examination of the above 
named witnesses the committee concluded the hearing of evidence, and 
the subsequent sittings of the committee will be devoted to a consideration 
of their report. 


One reason why the cost of the High Court was greater last year is, says 
a writer in the Globe, that several j entitled to pensions retired from 
the bench. Sir James Mathew, Sir James Stirling, and Sir Robert Romer 
vacated their places in the Court of Appeal. The jury may, however, 
be thankful that judges do not show a greater inclination to leave the 
bench when they complete their fifteen years of service. Seven judges 
remain on the bench who are entitled to pensions, They are Lord 
Macnaghten, Lord Collins, Lord Justice Vaughan Williams, Sir Gorell 
Barnes, Mr. Justice Kekewich, Mr. Justice Grantham, and Mr. Justice 
Lawrance. Their immediate retirement would mean an increase of some 
£25,000 in the annual bill for the High Court. This company of judicial 
veterans will shortly receive an addition. Lord Justice Kennedy will com- 
plete his fifteenth year on the bench in October. 


Lord Justice Vaughan Williams, says the Evening Standard, displayed 
the best of intentions in the Court of Appeal when he peers Bw ne 9 to 
disabuse the minds of two litigants of the idea that they had a grievance. 
As he said, ‘it was a sad thing when people went away full of the idea 
that they had a grievance ; it preyed on their mind, and really sapped all 
the enjoyment and peace of life.’’ So he explained why their application 
was unsuccessful. But his amiability was more apparent than his know- 
ledge of character. He ht have saved his breath. The two ladies 
were by no means convin And who can be surprised? For what 
is a grievance but a thing like tears or anger or motor-cars or furs or 
champagne—in fine, a | ? A grievance is that which the heart h 

to itself, and the loss of which is a tragedy. Justice or redress are y 
less desirable than the sense of being owed a debt by life, and it is a 
mistaken kindness, besides a waste of time, to endeavour by the applica- 
tion of common sense to cauterise a grievance or cut it out as if it were a 
cancer. 


In the Divorce Court, on the 17th inst., when counsel was about to 
open an undefended suit for dissolution of marriage, says the Zimes, Mr. 
Justice Bucknill said: Is it a custom in the Divorce Court, beyond all 
hope of being ended, that it is necessary to open undefended cases, or is 
there some mystery with regard to the matter? I think I could under- 
stand the case nearly as well if there was no opening ; but I do not, of 
course, wish to destroy any old or existing custom. Counsel: Unfortu- 
nately there is another person (the King’s Proctor) who has to be con- 
sidered in this court, as hereafter he ht, if an intervention became 
necessary, plead that material facts not been brought before the 
court. Mr. Justice Bucknill: But counsel do not prove the facts of the 
case. Counsel: No, but there is a duty on counsel in this court to assist 
the court by putting all material facts before it. In view of the present 
call for extra judges, I fully appreciate your lordship’s anxiety to avoid 
any waste of judicial time. Mr. Justice Bucknill: Well, take your own 
course. In a number of other undefended cases counsel did not open 
their cases, but the proceedings did not appear to have thereby been 
materially expedited. 


On the 220d inst., says the Zimes, the ventilation of the new Central 
Criminal Court became the subject of some adverse criticism at the hands 
of the Recorder. ‘‘ We are,’’ he remarked to a member of the bar, 
** compelled to live here under a system of compressed air, which is most 
injurious and which is enough to stifle owl? Later on, being appealed to 
to allow a window to be opened, the er said it was impossible to 
open one. Ifa window were opened he was told that the whole ventilating 
system would be thrown out of gear, It was the most extraordinary 
system invented since the world began. He and the members of the bar, 
however, were tri sufferers com with the officers of the court, 
who had to be here all the year round, and he hoped it would not kill any 
of them. ‘The oppression of this place when he entered it that morning 
from the open air was quite over . In the afternoon the Recorder 
said he should really have to adjourn, as the heat of the court was so 
great. He was told that the thermometer 7T2deg. It was like 
walking into an oven. It was perfectly monstrous. Later on the Recorder 
said he was informed that the had broken down. As far as he was 


concerned, he wished they would never get right n. Mr. Purcell 
observed that if they were to break a window it might have a good effect, 
but the Recorder there were no windows which could be broken. 


On the consideration of the Criminal Appeal Bill as amended by th 
Standing Committee, on the 19th inst., on clause 1, which in its 
sub-section nein that the Court of Criminal Appeal shall be con- 
stituted of the Lord Chief Justice and seven judges of the Hi 
appointed for the purpose by him for such period as he thinks 

e Attorney-General moved to leave out ‘‘seven”’ insert “ eight. 
The amendment was to. The Attorney-General then 
amendment to sub-section 4 of the clause, which 
determination of any question before the Court of Criminal Appeal shall be 





sentenced to penal servitude or imprisonment and two absconded. 


q 
according to the opinion of the majority of the members of the court 
{he caso und that only ono jedgquentekall be poomounesd. The umenduent 
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modified this sub-rection so as to give the court power to ‘‘ direct to the 
contrary in cases where, in the opinion of the court, the question is a 
question of law on which it would be convenient that separate judgments 
should be pronounced by members of the court.’’ This amendment 
was also agreed to. The Attorney-General next moved to insert at the 
beginning of clause 1 the following words:—‘‘If in any case the 
prosecutor or defendant obtains the certificate of the Attorney-General 
that a decision of the Court of Criminal Appeal involves a point of law of 
exceptional public importance, and that it is desirable in the public 
interest that an appeal should be brought, he may appeal from that 
decision to the House of Lords, but subject thereto,’’ &c. The amendment, 
with the insertion of words enabling the Director of Public Prosecutions, 
as well as the prosecutor or defendant, to obtain the certificate was 
agreed to, as was a subsequent amendment, moved by the Attorney- 
General, to clause 2, which provides for the appointment of a registrar of 
the Court of Criminal Appeal, to be selected from among the masters of 
the Supreme Court, that the appointment should be made from among 
masters acting in the King’s Bench Division. 








Messrs. Trotiorz, Estate Agents and Surveyors, have removed their 
Hobart-place Offices to Jarger Ground Floor Premises in one of the new 
buildings recently erected by Messrs. Trollope & Colls (Limited), in the 
same thoroughfare, a few doors eastward. 








CHARLES FORBES CALLAND, Decn. 
To Souicrrors any Orners.—Anyone having prepared or having know- 
ledge of a Will or Codicil or a Deed of Appointment made or executed by 
the late Charles Forbes Calland, of 72, Mark-lane, E.C., Tulse Hill, and 












Upper Forest, Swansea, is requested to communicate with us. Messrs. 
Guay, Movunsey, & Fuiizr, 9, Staple-inn, W.O. 
Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rora ov Registrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 
Date. Emercexcy Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
P TA. No. 2. Kexewiog. Joven. 
Monday, July ..29 Mr. Church Mr. Beal Mr. Carrington Mr. Bloxam 
Tuesday .... ..30 Ki Farmer Synge Borrer 
Wednesday  ....6000031 Farmer Carrington Bloxam 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Swixrey Eapy. Wanraixetos. NEVILLE. Parkes. 
Monday, July ........ 29 Mr. Leach Mr. Theed Mr. King Mr. Greswell 
Tuesday ......000cese0000.90 Greswell Goldschmidt urch Leach 
Wednesday ........... 31 Leach Theed King Goldschmidt 


The Long Vacation will commence on Thursday, the Ist day of August, and terminate 
on Friday, the 11th day of October, 1907, both days inclusive. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, July 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwitep 1x Caayxorry. 


* Ancosy” Stzamsnir Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, toC Acton Dodds, 
5, Copthall bldgs, Copthall av, liquidator 

Bairisn Ixconroratons, Linttep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 3, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Willerson, 
90, Cannon st, liquidator 

Cuntrat Moror Car Co, Liuitep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 27, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Pelham 
Ford, 81, Cannon st, liquidator 

East Loxpox Antisaxs axp Gewerat Loax axp Investext Co, Limitzp—Petn for 
winding up, presented July 17, directed to be heard July 30. Rastall, Salisbury Hou.e, 
London Wall, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not 
later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of July 29 

Exreat, Limirep (in Vo.ustany Liquipatiox)— Creditors are required, on or before Aug 
15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Leonard W. Jenkins, 1, Albemarle st, liquidator 

Joszrn Ricumoxy & Co, Linirep—Peta tor winding up, presented July 19, directed to be 

uly 30. Danby & Co, Cornhill, solurs for petmer. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 29 

Maxima Steamsuir Co, Linirep—Creditors are required, on or before Bept 4, to send 
their names and addresses, and the perticulars of their debts or claims, to Willism 
Thomas Symonds, 31, Merchant’s Exchange, Cardiff. Windybank & Co, Oxford ct, 
Cannon st, solors for liquidator 

Buovna & Hawontn, Linitep (1x Votvwtary Liguipation)— Creditors are required, 
on or before Aug 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Joseph Bell, care of Messrs, Parkinson, Mather, & Co, 8, King st, 


er 

Usirev Stream Joinery Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, to send 
in names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Dudley 
Edwards, 47, Queen st, Vardiff, liquidator 

Worream, Linirep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 17, to send in their names 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to William Barton, 8, Laurence 
Pountaey hill, Cannon st, li yuidator 

Uscimirep 1x Cuaxcery. 

West Brouwicu Paamaxent Mosey Socizrty—Petn for winding up, presented July 12, 
directed to be heard at West Bromwich on July 30, at 11, Sharpe & Darby, West 
Bromwich, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not 
later than 6 o'clock in the aiternoon of July 29 

London Gazetu,—Turspay, July 23, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Laurrep 1» Cuaxcery. 


Asrnartic Lauzetose Coxcerrz Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Mr. Harry Johnson Peart, 120, Colmore row, Birmingham. Beale & Co, Birminghsm, 
solors for liquidetr 





Cansixo’s, Liurrep —Creditors are required, on or before Aug 28, to send their names a 


meer and the particulars of their debts or claims, to k Hyland, 81, Cannon st, 

iquidator 

Cavoastay anp Soupsa Trmser Co, Lorrzp—Creditors are required, on or before Sep 16, 
to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Stuart James Hogg and Alexander von Glehn, 40, Trinity sq. Budd & Co, Austia friars, 
solors for liquidators : 

Dynas Powis Horets Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 21, to send 
in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Austin Isaac, 
Theatre Royal chmbrs, 8t Mary st, Cardiff P h 

F. J. Nasu, Luarep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 26, to send in their names 
and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Fred Howard Hudson, 10, 
Newhall st, Tinie, liquidator , - 

Newrows Correz axp Cocoa Hovuss Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 20, to send in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or ¢ 
to Charles Jones Newell, Gas st, Newtown, Montgomery, liquidator ° 

Nortueen Weexcy, Lourep (1s Vo_untary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Aug 31, to send their claims to John &, Duxbury, 15, Clayton st, Blackburn, 


liquidator ; 
Owen Hatt, Liwirep (1x Liqurpatiox)—Creditors are uired, on or before Aug 31, 
to ir debts or claims, to W. B, 


eir names and addresses, the particulars of 
Pearson, 4, Suffolk st, Pall Mall, liquidator ; 

Paixces Exp Cottiery Co, Liurrgo—Creditors are required, on or before, Aug 5, to send 
in their names and addresses, with i rs of their debts or claims, to Arthur Ernest 

, 200, Wolverhampton st, Dudley, liquidator ’ 

Tuwxs (1904), Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before Aug 17, to send their debts or 
claims, and the names and addresses of their solicitors, to Richard Rees, 29, Queen st, 
Cardiff. Forsdike, Cardiff, solor for liquidator 











Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cuarm. 
London Gasette.—Faivay, July 12. 
Jones, Mantua Lavra, Bristol Aug 20 Woodhouse v Adams, Neville, J Woodhouse, 
South sq, Gray’s inn 
Marpon, James Howr, Monmouth Aug 15 Davies v Mardon, Judge, Room No 288, 
Royal Courts of Justice Matthews, Verulam bldgs, Gray’s inn 
Opznsuaw, Lionet, Primrose hill, Poulton le Fylde, Lancs Aug 12 Openshaw v Open- 
shaw, Registrar, Preston Johnson, Preston 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, July 16. 


Coi.izr, Gzorce Wiisox, Upper East Smithfield, Mast and Block Maker Aug 31 Collier 
v Collier, Judge in Chambers, Room No, 267, Royal Courts of Justice Taylor & Co, 
Gresham st 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette—Fauipay, July 19. 


Axypersox, Gen Sir Horace Szagtz, KC B, Faygate, Sussex Aug 17 Lewin & Co, 
The Sanctuary, Westminster ’ 

Bapcockx, Gen Sir ALEXanpes Rosert, K C B, CSI, Grosvenor rd, Westminster Sept 
29 Haywood, Raymond bidgs, Gray’s ian 

Bare, Cuanves, Little Sowdley,Sslop Aug 31 Warren & Co, Market Drayton 

Bayrvriz.p, Carotinge Resrcca, Norwich Aug 31 Stephens & Co, Norwich 

Bowen, Frances, Sevenoaks Aug 19 Hores & Co, Lincoln’s ian fields 

Brows, Gavi» Spence, Gosforth, Northumberland Aug 31 Swinburne, Gateshead 

Brnrow. tod and Rev Wi.i1am, Winchcombe, Glos Aug19 Corbould & Co, Henrietta st, 
Javendi 

Cance.ior, Apa Franczs, Stone, Kent Sept 16 Tarry & Co, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st 

Car.yLe, Marcaret, Parton, nr Whitehaven Augi2 Thompson, Whitehaven 

Crark, Ropert Ixouam, J P, Kyles of Bute, Argyll Aug 30 Rollit & Co, Mincing In 

eee ‘oe Grorce, Worthing, Portmanteau oufactarer Aug 23 Verrall & 

nm, Worthi 
Cow.ine, WititaM, Easingwold, Yorks, Brick Manufacturer Sept 30 


or » 
Cox, Frepericx Houtpsair, Tunbridge Wells Decil Registrar of the Supreme Court of 
Tasmania 


Deakin, Wit.1am, Flixton, Architect Sept 30 Digzles & Ogden, Manchester 

Farisu, Mapeting Auiyutt, Sutton Aug 23 Hunter, Lincoln inn fields 

Fiemixe, Jouyx, Berwick upon Tweed, Leather Merchant Aug 19 Sanderson & 
Weatherhead, Berwick upon Tweed 

Fox, Jaxx Puiprarp, Tunbridge Wells Sept 1 Dalston & Co, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

Gisss, Antony, Tynesfield, nr Bristol Aug 31 Upton, Austin Friars 

GILBERT, oa Exiza, Newmarket 8t Mary, Suffo: Aug 31 D’Albani & Ellis, New- 
market 

Gray, Rovert, East Dereham, Norfolk, Merchant Aug 20 Goodchild, Norwich 

Caene, Seat Axx, Thornsett rd, Anerley Aug 19 Lewin & Co, Southampton st, 
8 


Gueex, Rors, Cheetham, Manchester Sept 19 Cobbett & Co, Manchester 

Greer, Saran, Cheetham, Manchester Sept 19 Corbett & Co, Manchester 

Green, Tuomas, Wigan, Colliery Manager July 26 Adams, Tunstall 

Hewsices, Ricaakp, Portswood, Southampton Aug30 8i & Co, G hurch st 

Hoop, Viscount, Hertford st, Maytair Aug 30 Broughton & Co, Gt Marlborough st 

Hopkinson, Joseru, Hudderstield, Engineer Aug 3i Ramsden & Co, Huddersfiel1 

Hu cron, Sir Witisam Witeeamam Buietayy, Hulton Park, Lancs Aug 16 Holdens & 
Cannon, Bolton 

Kispescey, Mary Jane Ricait, Brighton Sept7 Lawrence & Co, New sq, Lincoln’sinn 

Laxz, Hexay Haggis, Southampton bidgs, Chancery ln, Chartered Patent Agent Aug 10 
Woodham & Co, Fleet st 

Lawson, Henny, Clapham park, Secretary Sept 16 Hales, Clifford’s inn 

Luso.pt, Raopa, Church cres, Muswell hill Aug 31 Selim, Mincingln_ ., 

MocCox NELL, Tasiraa, Parr, 8t Helen’s, Lancs, Licensed Victualler Avg 17 Fox, 8t 


~ 

Maainwis, Ricnagp, Radcliffe Aug 31 E&cholfield & Taylor, Manchester 

sanges, Syeuies Sriziina, Purfleet, Aug 19 Lewin & Co, Southampton st, 
tr 


Mawsow, Sunper.anp, + Yorks Augi5 Perkins & Hind, Bradford 

Monats, Geonce Sanvugy, h st, Islington, Hosier Augi19 Cooke, Coleman st 

Senses, Epwis, King’s Heath, Worcester, Gold Beater Sept 29 Coley & Coley, 
irmii 


Morsor, Joux, Wealdstone Sept 1 Mossop, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Nessitt, Euma Soruia, Swallowbeck, Lincs Aug 31 Hebb & Bills, Lincoln 

Pao, Exzanon, Sidcup Augil7 Farish & Co, Walbrook 

Puai.tirs, Josern, Folkestone Aug 16 Beale & Co, Gt George st, Westminster 

Pinxsexy, Mary, Sunderland Aug 21 Bolam & Co, Sunderland 

Pinxsey, Tuomas Wiii1am, Sunderland, Shipowner Aug 2l1 HBolam & Co, Sunderland 

Snaur, Hexery, Floore, Northampton, Whip 

SBuanr, Hexry Eowanp, Talbot rd, Bayswater Aug 

Buaw, wasees, Broom Cross, Sheffield, Colliery Provr'etor 
Fheffe 


Crombie & Sons, 





ufacturer Augl Roche, Daventry 
19 Malkin & Co, Martia’s lo 
Bept 7 Watson & Co, 











AckeRMA 
Wan 


GILMORE, 
Gene! 
Gover, 
Cour’ 
Goutp & 
May) 
GairriTH 
But, Be 
1LL, Bs 
July. 
Howpina, 
a 
Houses, J 
Ord J 
Howe, R 
Pet J 


Homrnre 


Portes, | 
Jaly 

Ropearts, 
Deal 

Rotter, 
Ord J 


Srapixo 
Carm 


Srvuaat, 
Licen 











Su 
on app 








O7,. 


ames and 


annon st,” 


re Sep 16, 
claims, to 
tio friars, 


1, to send 
tin Isaac, 


eir names 
adson, 10, 


or before 
ir claims, 


red, on or 
lack burn, 


Aug 31, 
to W. B. 


5, to send 
ur Ernest 


r debts or 
Queen st, 


0d house, 
1 No 288, 
y v Open- 


1. Collier 
lor & Co, 


rin & Co, 
er Sept 


ad 
rietta st, 


et st 


ig in 
errall & 


| & Sons, 


Court of 


erson & 
omsbury 


is, New- 
ipton st, 


ch st 
h st 


Lt 
yidens & 


oln’s inn 
Aug 10 


Fox, 8t 


pton st, 


¢ Coley, 


erland 
try 


Oo 
| & Co, 
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axe, Haron, Ropley, Hants Sept 2 , Wes Bedford st, Govent Vo Euma 
SHELR , Hast pt phy) ony pot ot ( garden rm, es ee 6 


Surrn, Josern, C 
Soursr, Martitpa, High st, Hornsey  y ie" 


Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gasette.—Tuxspay, July 16, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Acxeemax, E, Melrose av, Wimbledon Park, Builder 
Wandsworth Pet June i9 Od Jaly 11 

Amos, ALraep Wititam, Walmer, Grocer Canterbury 
Pet Jaly 11 Ord July 11 

as) ET Bournemouth, Butcher Poole 
Pet July 11 Ord Jul = 

Busrzows, WHILttam gxny, Worcester, Ironmonger 
Worcester Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Gitmoke, SamuzL Wi.mor, Silverwood, Rotherham, Yorks, 
General Dealer Sheffield Pet June 19 Ord July i 

Guover, Sipney Hexwoop, Bognor, Stockbroker High 
Court Pet Juoe15 Ord July 12 

Goutp & Rogrrs, Budge row, Merchants High Court Pet 
May 24 Ord July 12 

GairriTas, Tuomas, "Trelech ar bettws, Carmarthen, Farmer 

rmarthen Pet Julyi Ord July 12 

Bu, Bers, Falham rd High Court Pet June 21 Ord 
uly 12 

“hh Wituam Henry, Gillingham, Kent, Dealer 
Rochester Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Hover, 4 Ernest, Knaresborough York Pet July 12 

y 12 

Howe, Roseat Maartix, ant, Lof W, Fruiterer Ryde 

Pet July 8 Ord July 8 


Homrureys, Humparey Rees, Machynileth, Mon ery, 
Boot Dealer Aberystwyth Pet July 11 Ord Jaly 11 
Kersnaw, Raurn, Farnley, Leeds, Cloth Finisher Leds 


Pet July it Ord July 11 

MoGitiivaay, Jonw Feaser, and Daniret Carmicnar. 
MoGittivreay, Newcastle on Tyne, Tailors Newcastle 

on Tyne PetJuly 10 Ord July 10 

Magcn, Taenenae yinuram, Warwick av, Maida Vale, 
Builder High Court Pet Julyi1i Ord Suly ll 

MaxsHai, Jouw Toomas, Gateshead, Innkeeper Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet July 10 Ord July 27 

Manson, Taomas Berraanp, es Land Agent 
Leicester Pet July5 Ord J bo 

Muarriz, Witt1amM James, Rother! “ Yorks, Innkeeper 
Sheffield Pet June 26° Ord uly 

Nessecstaavuss, Emit, Muddersfied * Huddersfield Pet 
July 13 Ord July 18 

Par dein i Sheffield, Postman Sheffield Pet June 27 

Jal 

Portes, Sosen. poset, Wilts, Plumber Salisbury Pet 
July 12 Ord an hy 

Roperts, Joun, Gwydyr House, Trefriw, emeren, Cattle 
Dealer Portmadoc Pet July 18 Ord July 13 

Rurrer, Joux, Birmingham Birmingham Pet July 13 
Ord July 13 

Sratpixa, Henny Marx, Smith st, Kennington: Park, 
Carman High Court Pet June 27 Ord June 11 

Stuagt, Faepericx Groros, Gt Bath st, Clerkenwell 
ea Victualler High Court Pet ‘June 19 Ord 
w 

Geunse, Faso, Workington, Comtaianl, Draper Cocker- 
mouth Pet July 10 Ond July 1 

Tear, Witiiam, Liverpool, Pavubeoker Liverpool Pet 
June 14 Ord July 12 

Trayrom, Hexry fey Hastings, Grocer Hastings 
Pet July 12 Ord July 

Watson, Taomas, Earl’s Court rd High Court Pet April 
30 Ord June 20 

Wicotns, Cuaries, Romford Common, Romford Chelms- 
ford’ Pet June2i Ora July 10 

Witxissoy, Wittiam Jonyx Ls ale Fhstegughas | 
Exeter’ Pet July 12 Ord July 

Woatey, Roszrt James, Aldwych chambre Strand, Architect 

High Court Pet May 23 Ord July ll 


8. Bournemouth A on Hamad sermy 

Braios, Samui, yu 

BroxEs, Soux Wuittey, Eyecote, LA. Ps 12° tenet 

Travers, See werd Davip Uvontrsrsioxy, Mortimer st, Regent wp in a Blois 
Victoi t 

Visor, Hanman, High st, Lewisham, Surgeon Aug 9 Francillon 





+) 


tS James 's 
eR GeBALDINE, 








FIRST MEETINGS. 


Awyprzws, Arraur Groner, Hi uff Builder 
Aug 23at2 Angel Hotel, Bury 8 Hamunds ~ 

—-, Guannme, Boscombe ah Butcher 
26 at Messrs Curtis & Son, 158, Ola Chi 


B i s, Luton, Dri Jaly 25 at 
URCHMO! ver 
oy em med ty Bf 


Boraows, Witt1am Henry, Worcester, oo eal July 
25 at 11,30 Off Rec, 1i, Worcester 
Brryeg. Lg Josera, and Vitttam — Braye 

, Lancs, Cattle Salesman July 2% at 8 Off 
Reo, “By st, Manchester 
CanLerr, eee Wednesbury,Grocer July 24 at 11.30 
Off Wolverhampton 


Cuark, ag Hewey, Stoke Newington rd, G 1 
ya Weler at 12 14, Bedford row 
~~“ Sreraen eeley, Easex, Miller July 27 at 11 


Deen, A 'ARTAUR Hewry, and Horace Jonw Ancuipatp 
Waarnurr, Bilston, Electricians July 2% at 11 Of 


Yorks, Contracter 





a. Eowaap, East Middl 
July 2% at il Off Reo, 8, Sibert ed, 


Epwarps, WILLIAM Ousvan, Tynyftridd Farm, tir, 
—- Farmer July 2% at British Hotel, 
Yuen < Wa ter Wake ders’ Merchants’ 


R, ich, Bui 
= July 24 at 2.15 Off Ree, 36, Princes st, 
Geuns & Rocuas, tay meas Merchants July 24 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bid; 
Harais, WItLiaM Sons Pes Faniysog, Ponty ontycymmer 


Labourer July 30 at 10.3u Rec, 117, 8t ee? 
‘ 

Haxgtiey, Joszen Henry, Finedon, N Chemist 
July 26 at 11.30 Off Bec, | pton 


Bridge st, Ni 
Hit, Sanes, Ca oe vi yOa12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Horwoop, Tuomas, Heaton Norris, Lancs, Farmer July 25 
atll Off Ree, Castle chmbrs, 6, Verncn st, Stockport 
and Wimuam Arrsvae Muicisn, 


wyth Works Proprietors 
yo 9 atl "Tosubell, Aberyst 
—- ‘oe Sayest, July 26 at 3 Off 
The Red House, Duncombe pl, Y¥: 
Seco, | Farpericx Wim, Mutley, Piymouth, Pr 
July 25at 12 7, Buckland ter, P. 2, a 
Merthyr Tydfil, 


Jonzs, Gatrrita, Abercanaid, 
= "3.90 Uff Rec, County Court, Townhall 


July 26 
Farnley, Leeds, Cloth Finisher July 24 

atil Off Rec, 22, Sar Pes owt Looks 

Lows, ALFRED Brxs amin, Burton on Trent, Pork Butcher 
July 24ati11 Off Rec, 47, Full st. 

MoGiiurvray, Joan Fuases, and eo CaamicHas. 
MoGiiuivraay, Ni on Tyne, Tailors July 24 at 
11 Off Rec, O, Hater A, Hewett on n Tyoe 

McPuersoy, Davip, Norton, Worcester, 
Draper July 2 at 11.30 st, 


Maron gy Wastes, Warwick tare Maida Vale, 
Builder ly 24at11 Bankruptcy Carey 
Manrsaatt, Jouw Taomas, Gateshead tm 
at 11.30 Off Rec, st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Morats, WILLIAM, Stoc on , Grocer July Hy dat ll 
Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 
Nicuoxs, Ebwarp Wits, jua, Gt Yarmouth, heen 2 9 
dresser July 24 at12.30 Of Rec, 
Otiver, Toomas Harry, urst, 
ie High ny — Foreman July 29 at 11,30 


—. " Dunnerdale nr Broughton in Furness, 
Farmer J 
Barrow in 


—— La egg 


ily 26 at 11.15 Off Bec’ 16, Cornwallis st, 
Furness 


basa Rev Joun, Liverpool 
Estu 








Bath 
ig Ryley & Co, Liverpool 
Batesons & Liverpool 
o Ems wt Higeon & Co, Manchester 


Warrwoern, Saran, Oxenh: Yorks 16 JE&EH Hill, Halifax 
a | mere nO eg ‘uly 29 Coley & 


Coley, Birmingham 


Wicutuan, Joszra Newsous, Huddersfield, Cashier Aug 24 Piercy, Huddersfield 


Porter, Frar«, pte mag Rete: ying Ae July 25 at 1 
Off Ree, City chm’ 
Retisanin Teva, Bodentts July 
Bats 


Fy, W Gren Deeper July 2 at 12 14, 
Buonnoce, Grants Boo Sm, Set Bate July 26 
Soatons, AUEEARDEN aspen, Jou ty pen July 


“Re os ee s Bafod, Lancy Sanitary 
ber July 24 at st, Man- 


SraLpine coe Haver Manx, Smith a pk, Carman 


July 26 
5 tH Joux, by A Physician 
July 24 at 12.90 York a "Bridge 


“a Victualler July 26 at 12 yy ES ey 
Sumunei wee, Faro, Workington, Draper nin a 


ond Ry gy yy 
T Wi Pawabroker July 2ati2 Of 
Trayxtum, Hexny Jeanne, 


ergy Meany Jasin tine, Gros, Joly 3 ot 
rn Peas eae July ati Bankruptcy 


1LKinsox, WILL 
pan ueee tek 
July 24 at 11.30 Of Res, 26, 26, Baldwin st, 
‘OOLERSON, ARTHUR Russnnsaves, Rates, Cot Seochant 
July 25'at 10 Chamber of Commerce, 53, George st, 


Li 
Wonrtey, Rosser J. Aldwych chmbrs, Strand July 25 
12 bankruptoy bidge, Carey ot 7 


Syces, Wituiax pang! 
July 24 at 11 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Amos, Atrazp Witt1am, Walmer,Grocer Canterbury Pet 
July 11 Ord July 11 
Caaru weer , Bournemouth, Butcher Poole 
Sean” ll July 11 
cox, Watters, Brith, Kent, Confectioner Rochester 
Pet'Juce 2% Ord July 13 
Corram, Caartzs Bsavumort, Ludlow, Solicitor 
es mag or ~~ Ord July A am, 
Luck, Faascis Gsoacs, Streatham Streatham 
Wandsworth Pet June 25 Ord June 13 
Hotome, Wits Hersey, Kent, Dea'er 
Rochester Pet July 13 Ord July 13 
Hovss, Joa» Eanzet, York Pet July 12 
Ord J a 4 





Rs 
I WARD 

Deomee Md y — aly 9 Ord Jaly 12 
ae 


Pet June 13 3. Ord July 13 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION ANO GUARANTEE 


m4, 


EX 


FUND. LIMITED, 


MOORGATE STRESBT, LONYPON, 


ESTAl GLISHED IN 1801. 


Ba.c. 











CLUSIVE BUSINESS— LICENSED PROPERTY. 











X 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


630 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have 


supervision of the Oorporation. 


been conducted under the 


k 








on application. 


Suitable losu:ance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 








Fenn nonce etre 
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Builder 


Ricwaeps, Caanter, Hucknall Torkard, Notts, 
ot 
Roserts, Joux, Dealer 


Pet Mayi3 Ord July 10 
Cattle 
Portmadoc Pet July 18 


Trefriw, Carnarvon, 
Ord July 13 
a —e Hewry, Peterborough, Boot Dealer Peter- 
Pet June 24 Ord July 11 
Bixcen +e Jermyn st High Court Pet May 24 Ord 


acu fem: Workington, eee, Draper Ccocker- 
w —, Pet aa ro — a mids 
aRnEN, Jostan, Irthlingborou orthampton, Butcher 
Northampton Pet June 8 Bet July 11 
Wittasm Jons, Torquay, 
Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


me Photogrs pher 


Rasves, Jony» Avocstvs, Bethersden, Grocer Canterbury | 


Adjud Feb 24,1904 Annul July 9, 1907 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
OKDER RESCINDED. 

Fietcarr, Antaur Mor.ey, Gt Winchester st High Couat 
Rec Ord April 14, 1905 Adjud May 26,1905 Kesc and 
Annul July 12, 1907 

London Gazetie.—Fatpay, July 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Baxes, Eaxxst Eowarp, Wootton, nr Woodstock, Oxford, 

Giocer Greenwich Pet July 16 Ord July 16 


Barraicx, Cuagcas WitiiAm, King’s Lyon, Baker King’s | 


Lyon Pet July 15 Ord July 16 

Boum, Eaxast, Boxworth grove, Barnsbury, Elec 
Manufacturer High Court PetMarch21 Ord July 16 

agree Leeds, Butcher Lecds Pet July 16 Ord 

y 16 

Cranipex, Gonos, Flitton, Beds, Miller Bedford Pet 
July 15 Ord July 15 

Cuargk, Azraus Hevey, Luton, Confectioner Luton Pet 

uly5 Ord July 17 

Craakxe, Tom Hexny, Boston, Lincs, Plumber Boston Pet 
July 18 Ord July 13 

Ciece, Saran Jane, + 2 Fancy Draper Burnley Pet 
July 17 Ord July 

Cores, WILLIAM Sealer ‘Stamford, Lines, Gao s Assistant 
Peterborough Pet ‘July 17 Ord J uly 1 

Comsick. WiiLiam Geonce, Killay, Glam, Mason Swansea 
Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

Cyruga, Tuomas Heney, 
a Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

Daviss, Fraux Heyny, Oxford, Tobacco Dealer 
Pet July5 Ord July 17 


Oxford 


Epwakps, Taomas Sypver, Lianelly, Draper Carmarthen | 


| Where difficulty is experienced in procuring 


Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

Exuis, Janes. Shifnal, Salop, Coal Dealer Madeley Pet 
July 16 Ord July 16 

Frascis, Apganam, Hatfield Peverel, 
Chelmsford Pet July13 Ord July 13 

Feize.t, Georce Faepericx, Clapham rd, Pest Office 
Master High Court Ord June 21 Ord July 12 

Gsacs, Wiitiam Faepenicx, Lascotts 1d, Wood 
Kdmonton Pet Junell Ord July 15 

Graar, Rupotr, Prince st, Deptford, Baker Greenwich Pet 
July 16 Ord July 16 

Green, Georor Atragp, fheffield, Silyer:mith 
Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

Havcett, Wittiam Artuve Tuomas, Birmingham, Silvyer- 
mith Birmingham Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

Hayitag, Wirtiam Cuaeces, Worthing, Fruiterer 
Brighton Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

Hotiann, Groror, Seacombe, Chester, Angler's Outfitter 
Liverpool Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

Istuw, Guurauvpe Nevis, Cheltenhum, Beker 
Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

oe Tuomas Tinotuy, Abercynon, Haulier Pontypridd 

uly 16 Onrd July 16 
Kuens, Wuiam Jony, oe, Pork Butcher 
ming Pet July 16 Ord Jwy 1 
Lieman, Lewis, Thayer st, Marylebone, Fruiterer High 
High 


Essex, Farmer 


Cheltenham 


urt Pet Jusell Ord July 17 
Manxs, A, Pelham st, Sptalsehie, 
Court Pet June 20 Ord July 1 
Mus, Atrarv Cuances, Cacrau, hits, Colliery Hitcher 

iff Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
rns heel Downham West, 
() gimeer King’sLynn Pe 
Ord July 16 — 
Mensan, Zacwagtan, Treherbert, 


my Wane Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

Pioncr, ater Lorv, Heywood, ncs, Wheelwright 
Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

Roperts Delion, Pet J Cyrvix, Liandudno, Builder Bangor 

Pet July 


Pet July 8 Ord July 16 
Sronguovuss, Joun suenian, Leeds,Grocer Leeds 
16 Ord Jul iy Bs 
anley,Grocer Hanley PetJuly16 Ord 
me... Rosert, Gt Horton, Bradford, Builder Bradford 
Pet June 29 Ord July 16 
Usswostn, Peter, Ashton in Makerfield, Lancs, Painter 
Wigan Pet July 17 Ord July 17 
Warkins, Tuomas, Dowlais, Merthyr Tydfil, Butcher's 
Assistant Merthyr Tydfil Pet July 17) Ord July 17 
Wess, Astuve Baayanv, Lutterworth, Leicester, Out- 
Dtter's Assistant ter Pet July 15 Ord July 15 
Weis, Wittism Geonce, Maidstone, Chemist Maidstone 
Pet July 17 Ord July 17 
Waatnort, Ricuaxp Henny, Foley Park, ee, 
Kidderminster ‘Pet July 16 Ord July 16 
me, Barge Owner 


Boot Dealer 


Downham 
t July 16 


Mosroor, 


Glam, Labourer 


Waiont, Caantzes Evwanp 
Maidstone Pet July 17 Qrd July 17 
Yaswvov, Rosset Eaxzet, Northwich, Boot Repaizer 
Crewe Pet July 17 Ord July 17 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Acazeuazs, E, Melruve av, Wimbledon pk, Builder 
July 29 at 11.80 122, York rd, Westaninster Bridge 
Wiuttan, Walmer, Kent, Grocer Aug 15 
at 9.15 oe Bes Ba, Castle st, Canterbury 
Jo: inti verpool 5 July @) at 12 


@, Victoria a, 
Avenir, baron, Suits "July July 27 at 11.80 Off Bec, 


Baw Avena arin, Si 








Lianbradach, Glam, Ironmonger | 
| Woop, Wittian, 


Green | 


Sheffield | 


£10,00 


| available for Mortgage of First-class Securities suitable for 
| Trust Fands. apply Messrs. Mogpant & Mogpant, Sur- 





Boum, Eayvest, Boxworth grove, Barnsbury, Electric ie 
Manafacturer July 29 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

Buriee, JAses. Leeds, Butcher Aug 1 at 11 Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, 

Cuatiics, Psscitvat Earox, Cheltenham, Taxideimist 
July 27 at 3.45 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

East, WILLIAM, yey Bishop, Hereford July 29 at 3 
Off Rec, 8, Hi st, Coventry 

Exus, James, ‘ghifeal’ 1, Salop, Coal Dealer July 29 at 11.45 
Je ‘mningham Arms Hotel, Shifnal 

Frizett, Gronos Faeperick, Clapham rd, Post Office 
Master July 29 atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Geacu, Wiiiiam Freperick, aes rd, Wood Green 
July 29 at 12 14, Bediord row 

Groves, Sipyey Heywoop, Regner, Stockbroker July 30 
at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Gostace, LueweiLyn Viotor, Reading, Decorator Aug 8 
at 12.30 Queen's Hotel, Reading 


| Gaivritus, Tuomas, Trelech ar bettws, Carmarthen, Farmer 


July 27 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
Howvise, Wiitiam Henry, Gillingham, Dealer July 29 
atll 115, High st, Rochester 


| Huxenarys, Homrsesy Rees, Machynileth, Montgomery, 


Boot Dealer Aug 9at230 Townhall, Aberystwyth 


| Jones. Davip, Penycae, Port Talbot, Collier July 30 at 12 


Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Lipmay, Lewis, Thayer st, Marylebone, Fruiterer July 30 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


: | Magxs, A, Pelham st, Spitalfields, Boot Dealer July 30 at 
ric Lamp 


12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Matruews, Witttam, Cockshutt, nr Ellesmere, Salop, 
Carpenter July 29 atll The nay Wrexham 

Powsr.it, Joux, and Artaur Epwarp Powr.., Newport, 
Plumbers "July 29 at 12 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, 
Newport, Mon 

Rogers, Joux Henry, Peterborough, Boot Dealer July 29 
atli4s Off Rec, fi Berridge st, Leicester 

Stongnouse, Joun Tuomas, Leeds, Grocer July 29 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Brt BBs, JOBN, Lenton, Notts, Valuer July 30 at 11 Off 
Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, ‘Nottingham 

Watastey, Tuomas Hesry, Leigh, Lancs, Auctioneer 
July 29 at 3.15 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Wess, Aztuur Baryanp, Lutterworth, Leicester, Out- 
fitter’s Assistant July30at12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 


Leicester 
Wiswell, nr Whalley, Lancs, Farmer 
July 29 at 3 ‘Off Ree, ld, Chapel st, Preston 








the SoLicirors’ JOURNAL AND WEEKLY 
REPORTER with regularity it ie requested that 
gp tani be made direct to the Publisher, at 
27, Chancery-lane. 

Annual Subscription, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: So.icirors’ JOURNAL AND 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 268.; by post, 28s. ; 
Foreign, 302. 4d. 








£35,000, and £80,000, also 


9 % veral smaller amounts, immediately 


veyors, &c., 9 and 10, Fenchurch-street. E.C. 
THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(EstTasLisHeDd 1828), 
Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and pane, 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, 2637,525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


{9th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C, 
Aesete +« «# « £162,000. 








‘Omaran 
Bin any WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Banr., J.P., 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E C. 


Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build, or 
Improve Freehold, ey or Copyhold Property. 
wers Interest 4 per cent. repa 
which include Principal, , *--Al and Interest 4 
£100: 10 years, £1 1s. 1d.; 12 years, 1de. 4d.; 15 years, 150. 64.; 
18 years, 14s. 24.; 21 years, 14s. 11d, Survey Fee to £500, 


~a-guinesa. 
Prospectus free of 


ee 


CHARLES A. PRICE, Manager. 


BRAND'S 
MEAT JUICE 
FOR INVALIDS. 


Prepared from the Finest Meat only. 
in Flasks, price 2/6. 
SOLD EVERYWHERE. 





BRAND & CO., Limited, MAYFAIR, W. 


When called upon to advise 
as to Legacies, please do not 
forget the claims of 


The MIDDLESEX 
HOSPITAL 


Which is urgently in need of funds for 
its humane work. This includes, besides 
the work among in-patients and out- 
patients usual to a large Qeneral 
London Hospital, the maintenance 
of a Convalescent Home at the 
seaside (found to be so necessary in 
many cases to complete the healing work 
begun in the Hospital), and the ime 
portant work of Cancer Research 
and the reception ina Special Wing 
of patients suffering from Cancer, who 
may remain there until death puts an 
end to their sufferings. 


Tue Mippiesex Hosrirat, 
Lonpox, W. 





24th ae 








ORIENT COMPANY'S 
PLEASURE CRUISES 


By their twin-screw steamer “‘ OPHIE,” 
6,814 tons register, 10,000 horse power, 


TO NORWAY 
Visiting BERGEN, GUDVANGEN, BAL~ 


= HOLMEN or FRETAEIM, LOEN, MEROK, 


NAES, and ODDA 


NORWAY AND THE BALTIC 


Visiting BERGEN, GUDVANGEN, BAL- 
HOLMEN or FRET HEIM, ODDA, CHBIS- 
t. TIANIA, LUBECK, COPENHAGEN, and 
oth Bep SCHEVENINGEN. 


FARES FROM 13 GUINEAS UPWARDS. 


TO 


osoame 
F. GREEN & CO.; ANDERSON, ANDERSON, & CO, 
Head Offices: FENCHURCH AVENUE, LONDON, 


For Passage apply to the latter Firm at 5, Fenchurch- 
avenue, E.C.; or to the West End Branch Office, 28, 


Cockspur-street, 8.W. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIELY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro~ 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized. 
C. H. CLAYTON, Joint 
H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries. 








S. FISHER, 188, Strand. 
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